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ABSTRACT 

Comparisons of the Uni vers i ty . of Maryland (the 
University) with peer institutions are provided Concerning' ' 
characteristics of the student population, institutional resources, 

^ and financial resources and expenditure patterns Fi ndi ngs include 
the following: part-time enrollment at the University accounts for a 
significantly higher proportion of total enrollment than is the case 
far the peer group as ja whole; the University enrolls a greater 
proportion of its students as undergraduates than do the peers;- 
average faculty sala£^ies\at the University for the ranks of 
professor, associate professor, and assistant professor are 
comparable to those of peers; administrative salaries for 23 

'.positions at the University are below medians for the peer group; the 
University expended significantly less per student for libraries than 
dicT its peer institutions during funding year 19J32; .and wide 
variations among institutions existed during 1982 inNtotal revenues 
ajid expend i tures , in expend i tures by program , and revenue's by source 
among institutions. Information is also provided on National Merit 
Scholars, Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, arW budget guidelines. 
Information on the peer i nst i tut i ons are appended, (SW) 
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- FOREWORD 



The State Board for Higher Education has prepared this report on 

• i 

comparisons of the University of Maryland withf its peer institutions to provide 

a benchmark against which the University's progress toward the goal of being 

i 

among the top public .universities in the country can be measured. The report 
provides information on comparisons made in three areas: characteristics of the 
3tudent population, institutional resources, and financial resources and 
expenditure patterns. 

i 

We are grateful for the cooperation and assistance provided by the 
University of Maryland and by staff at the peer institutions and at the 
governing and coordinating boards in the states where the peer institutions are 
located. These persons are listed in the acknowledgements. 
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Division of Finance and Facilities had responsibility for this report. 
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* A Comparison of the ^University of Maryland 
with its P§er Institutions 

fj EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

/ . , ' ' • ' \ ' ' 

1 • / i 

1 The 1982 Report of the. Join-t Chairmen of the Setjate Budget and Taxation 

Committee and the House Appropriations Committed requested that tire leyel of 
comparability between., the University of Maryland^ and its peer^'be eva^Lutfted -by 
the staff of the StatS^Board fot Higher m Education . This repdK, undertaken by 
tfi~6*SBHE in cooperation with the University of Maryland, provides comprehensive* 
comparisons of the University .of Maryland with] ifs* peer institutions . * Tp§^jata 
reported ^h^ne'j^i 11 provide the benchmark^against which the University's progress 
toward the goal of being among the top ^public universities in -the country . can be 
measured. Data were gathered by visiting the peer institution's. To facilitate 
comparisons, data were organised, iftto three arafc^: characteristics of the 
student population*, instijtytfoqal ' resources, and ^finaftfeial re'^burces ancj 
expenditure patterns. ^ '' , ^ * % 



CtiARACtERISTICS OF THE STUDElft POPULATION 



Enrollment and Decrees 

Part-time, enrollment at the. University of Maryland accounts* for 'a 
significantly higher proportion 1 ( 37 . 8. percent ) of total enrpllm#nt than is the 
case for the peer. group asa whole percent ) . The University of Maryland 

enrolls V- greater proportion of its students as undergraduates, (80.4 percent) 
than do *}ts peers (74 .% percent ), and consequently , enrolls fewer graduate and 
professional students .( 19 .6 percent) 'than do the peers:(25.1 percent). As would 
be-:expected from % enrollment patterns, the University of Maryland awards a higher 
proportion, of bachelor's degrees (76.6 perc'enty than do its peers (66.6 
percent). . 

■* • ' - 
Nationp^Merit Schola r- SAT Scores 

■ " In the Fall 'Of 1982, the University of Maryland Maryland -.at College Park 
enrolled 28 Merit Scholars. Among the peers, the number of Merit Scholars 
enrolled varied frdto .15 at North Carolina State University to 190 at Texas A & 
M. In the Fall of 1^82, SAT scores for entering freshmen at the University of 
Maryland-College Park averaged 982, almost 100 points above the national average 
of 893. Among the peer institutions, SAT scores varied from a low of 965 at the 
University of Michigan Flint to a high of 1,200 aU the University of Virginia. 
All of these scores are significantly above the national average and indicate 
that these schools attract a high calibre of studer 



I r INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES 

'' Faculty , * - 

The most recent data (FY 1983) indicate that average faculty tes it. 

the University of Maryland for tho rank" ~ nmfessor, ^associate professor, and 
assistant professor pro comparable to those of peers.'-. The all ranks average 
faci salary at the University of Maryland was $29,257 compared with $32,515 

^ among the peers. *A comparison of the distribution of faculty by rank shows that 
the University QfT Maryland had a smaller percentage (25.9 percent) of faculty at 



* 

the rank of professor than did the peers (1&>7 percent), and that 68 percent of 
the faculty at," peer institutions have been awarded tenure compared to 59.1 
"percent at *the University of Maryland. Differences in distribution of faculty, 
by rank and tenui^e do' not im^ly differences in quality;, rather, these 
distributions, are largely the result of individual institutional policy 
decisions. ' " At this point, the ^University • of Maryland shotild have greater 
flexibility than its peer institutions to respond to shifts in demand for 
academic, programs and to develop 1 new areas. 

^ Administrators 

\ «*■ = 
The administrative structure ot universities varies, considerably from 
institution to institution, making comparisons somewhat, difficult. However, in 
the area r of administrative salaries , for twenty-three administrative positions 
for which data were available, salaries at the University of Maryland are 
consistently and substantially below medians for the peer group. 

Academic Programs 

At the bachelor's ^degree level, the distribution of degrees awarded by 

program area at the University of Maryland is similar to that of the peer group 

as a whole. The University of Maryland awards a smaller proportion of its 

'degrees in Engineering, and a higher proportion of its degrees in Health 

Professions than do its peers. Greater variation exists at the graduate level ,- 

wfiere the University of Maryland awards a much higher proportion of its doctoral 

degrees in Education than do the peer institutions. 4 Among rankings of the 

quality of research-doctorate programs, the Uni ver sity K pf Maryland at College 

Park faculty rankedshigh- in Economics, Electrical Engineering, Mathematics, and 

Ph/sics, and compared favorably Hith rated peers in most disciplines. 
- \ 

Libraries and Computers 

The UniVersit ..c.. L uu ...^vwuou .^Ignif icu.i u., less per student ($217) 
for libraries than e . its-peer institutions • ($361 ) during FY 1982. The peer 
institutions, on the average, were able , to add Pour volumes per studeht while 
the University of Maryland added one. Among the -peer institutions for whom data 
were available, expenditures and resources for aca<!temic computing exceeded 
resources available for the University of Maryland. 



FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURE PATTERNS 



Revenues and Expenditures 

Wide variations existed during FY 1982 in total revenues and expenditures, 
in expenditures by program, and revenues by source among institutions. These 
differences are attributable in part/ to differences in size among institutions, 
as well a^^if ferences in pro^rai- nd levels of support from various sources. 
Consequfr- : *' omp; oons were ma . j on the basis of expenditures and revenues 

full-o equivalent student (FT^ES). Revenues per FTES at the University of 
Maryland ($8,116) were 216 percent less than revenue per FTES at the peer 
Institutions ($10,653). Similarly, expenditures per FTES at the University of 
Maryland ($8,219) lagged behind expenditures per f^ES at the peer institutions 



($11,245). There were differences in the patterns of expenditure ancfrdvenues ; 
for example, the University of Maryland received 20.1 percent of its/revenues 
from tuition and fees while the peer institutions, on the average, received 13.9 
percent of. revenues from 'tuition and' fees. State Funds „per FTES pt , the peer 
institutions ($5,762) exceeded thos'e at the University of Maryland ($4,528) by 
more than $1,000 per FTES. 

Budget Guidelines 

The budget guidelines used in the ^alysis of budget requests by tihe .State 
Board for Higher Education were . calculated for the University of California 
Berkeley, the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign , the University of 
Micrhigan - Ann Arbor, and the University of Texas at Austin. Analysis\of the 
data used in -the guideline calculations indicated that the peer campuses had 
different distributions of credit hours by level and cbst than d^d the 
University of Maryland at College Park. College Park had a distribution of 
credit hou-p« ttfat was more lower division and less graduate and graduate 
research than the distribution of credit hours at the peer campuses.. \ The 
guideline amounts calculated per student were $6,350 for Berkeley, $5,350 \ f or 
Urbana-Champaign , $7,000 for Ann * Arbor, $4,750 for Austin, and $4,000\for 
College. Park. The differences in calculated guideline Estimates ar,e prinyrily 
attributable to differences in enrollment patterns by level and type of program, 
and to differences in the totaL size of facilities at the campuses. 

Conclusio^*"*^ * < 

— ^ ■ ■ 

, eport to provides information on a wide variety of areas for .which 
. xiions amon; institutions/systems can be made. The University of Maryland 
i ives less in >tate support per .FTES and in Total support per FTES than 
of the pe^r sy. ems. It is clear that in certain areas major deficiency 
exist. The peer systems enroll .more high ability undergraduate students and 
provide more graduate education than the University' of Maryland. The poer 
systems receive more funding for research than the University of Maryland 
however, the University of Maryland compares favorably with its peers in terms 
of the uality of its graduate programs. These data provide a benchmark f^om 
which the University's progress in becoming one of the best public universit 
in the country can be measured. 



:.es 
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A Comparison of the University of Maryland p 
wi*th its Peer Institutions 



During 'the past several years a number of reports have been prepared by 

SBHE comparing the University of Maryland to. a group of institutions designated 

by th'e University as peers. "In 1982 ^hfe report of the chairmen of the Senate 

» Budget ' and Taxation Committee and the House' Appropriations Committee requested 

that the level of comparability of the' University > of Maryland to its peers be 

evaluated, by SBHE. The University of Maryland had used the following criteria 

to select the peer group: > 

1. The institutions must be part of a public system, combined intb a 
sys v tem or part of a system. . 

^2. The Land Grant institution of the state should be included. 

3. The system should include a medical school and other professional 
schools. fc i r 

4. The t principal campus should be a member of the Association of 

American* Universities. ' x 

i 

5. The institutions should combine teaching, research, and service in 
their role and scope. \<* 

6. The institutions should represent'-quality systems. . ^ 

7. Jffltoe systems should include at least two doctoral granting 
^§5Kimpuse|. - ■ » 

8. The systems should gr^u'c at least as ifiany doctoral degrees' as the 
University of Maryland and receive at least as many federal research " 
funds per year. - / 

/ - ' 

The * intent of the criteria was not to identify institutions that^ are 

identica-1 to the University of Maryland if indeecHJthere were any. The effort 

was to develop a set of similar institutions/as a basis for data collection and 

* ■© 

presentation of comparable data. 

Using these criteria, the University of Maryland had selected the following 

set of peers: 

University t of California System (10 campuses) 
University of^Illinois System (3 dampuses). 

University of Michigan System (3 campub^p) and Michigan State University 
Universtt^J&f Texas System (-11 campuses) «** t 

University of Wisconsin' System (Madison aqfd Milwaukee campuses' only) 



io ■ . r 



The SBHE staff accumulated' and analyzed data about faculty, student enrollments, 
academic programs, and research for all of these institutions:; After careful 



review and consultation, with ^bhe University'bf Maryland,^ the Legislature, and 

' N 

Executive, the SBHE recommended that several modifications to the peer group be 
made to strengthen its utility as a comparative tool- the S#IE genef-al/y agreed 
with the 'criteria $>eing- used by the University. However, the number of campuses 



distort trie peer .averages. Therefore,! the number of campuses from these systems 



included from the Qalifornia an^texas * systems was ^^sive and tended to 
peer .av< 

was reduced, aLso, the land grant institution^in Texfa^ had not been included so 

- ' • . . s • * 

Texas A&M University was added. Finally, -in order to provide a more balanced 
regional representation the peer 'group was expanded to included the University 
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, North Carolina State University, the 
^University of Virginia/ and Virginia Polytechnic Institute, The University and 
the' SBHE agreed upon %he following list as ttye peer institutions „fqr the 
University of Maryland: \, j ^ 

University of California-Berkeley, Davis, ahd San Diego 
(f * University of illinpis^ System . / 

University of Michigan /System 
Michigan State University 
University^ of North Carolina-Chapel Hi] 
Uorth Carolina State University 

University of Texas-Austin, and Heal^^cience Center at Houston 
♦ Texas A&M University 

University of Virginia 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
University of Wisconsin-Madison and Milwaukee 

ThisJ^t was formally adopted by SBHE in^March, 1983.. 

The stu(jy| presented in this paper has been undertaken by SBHE in 

. cooperation with the University of' Maryland to provide comprehensive comparisons 

of the University of Maryland* with its • new peer institutions. The data 

collected . for this study will provide the benchmark ' against whidh progress 

toward the goal of being among the ^op public universities in the country can be 



\ * 4 
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tneasured. ' To complete the comparisons, staff of the Maryland State Bpard. for 
Higher Education traveled to California, Illin<^s,.>Mich'igan, North Carolina* an# 
Texas, many of ^the states in which the peer institutions were located;/!* In the^e 
states, meetings were held with the coordinating/governing board ' (SHEE®*) staff 
and key staff members of the universities in question, ^he visibs were required 
to collect and examine detailed data from tffe specific 'set of institutions? 



(2) to assess the » comparability of 'the data^used; ^and (3) t*> .gain an 

understanding of the similarities and differences -among the institutions. -The 

J ' < ] • ; ■ * ' ' e ' 

travel for ftiis study was made possible 6y a grant from the Personnel JfXcha^gtf. 

of the State higher Education Executive Of ficfers^ (SHEEO) - National Center* f^r 

Education Statistics (NECS) network. 

Data gathered included HEGIS faculty salary, enrollment, financial, and 

■ 4> ' 

degrees awarded reports and the College and University. Personnel Association 
(CUPA) administrative salary information, this data has been supplemented with 
information about students,, tuition apd f ee£, "\*libraries, computers!,' "federal, 
research funding, facilities, and program evaluation from other sources. , _ 
To facilitate comparisons of the University >£ Maryland with its- peers, the 
data collected has bean organized in three areas; 



1. Characteristics of "the Student Population 



2. Institutional Resoiirbes 



3. Financial Resources and Expenditure 'Patterns 




1 

* ■ CHARACTERISTICS QF THE STUDENT POPULAT ION 

One important determinant of the similarity of institutions is the degree 
of similarity in the populations they are serving. To compare the University of 
Maryland and its peer3, the SBHE examined enrollment patterns by level of 
instruction and by full-time/part-time status, degrees awarded by level, average 
SAT scores of entering students, - and the numbers of National Merit Scholars 
enrolling as fre3hraen. The findings are outlined below. 
Enrollment 

Table 1 displays total headcount enrollment by institution and the 

percents full time and part-time. Part-time enrollment at the , University of 

Maryland ac^ouiiu r^,i a a lgni f l ij.mi ly higher proportion *T 31 - 8 percent) of total 

cnr 'v 1 lraj^n t ttirtn la the Caoc for the peer £i ^up nca a whole (17.0 percent). At 

/the tJnlvcr olty of" Maryland. part-tfime enrollment ranges from 19.6 percent of 

total enrollment at UMAIi to 26.3 percent, at UMCIJ to 93.? percent at UMUC. 

University College accounts for'almost i| r > percent of the "part-time enrollment at 

the University of Maryland. None of the peer Inst i tut ions/ systems has a campus 

similar to University College; it is unique to the University of Maryland. At 

peer institutions extension credit students comparable to the students nerved by 

i 

University College are usually reported at raeh of the specific? campuses of the 

university. ny^^m and therefore, arr L ne luded In the enrollments of the 

k .nmp\if»r*.i Kv^n u UitivoinlLy ir.^.. r,n w I Im^dt.ri wore excluded, part- i. lme 

[ui v^n J.ilvni ally *>l Mar^y lailu WUv.id X)<? -U. <.>\t*. «").*) per«:oilt. r*. 1 I I 

well above «*<">.** t peei s. ^ 

T. :!•!•• ;' sh<a/a I In- .|l:i!rlMit <,r JsVtdrount « -nr< > 1 1 up mi I bv level of 

t n it r u< • t 1 < • n , I » • . , i n •- ■ 1 . • i v, r.i-h i! I \ r : 1 1 \ p r * • f » * : « * * 1 . > i is ■ , a n- 1 *• 



Un * vr:i it v "l x Maryland h.Vs a it i-r pr-op, ,rt i r n oi its studf-n 

V 

iiti.l.-iyjM.lu itf- iHuJl [wws^-nt ) -;i.|.a red with I be p»-<-r Insti 
ptM-«'»*nt ) . iiradu.it e , si pr< - IV:i i ! < 'i:a 1 < 'ino 1 1 wit -n t :i us- si -i.-ii • wh 1 1 
1 if 1 1 v« - <- - - 1 t v ' ' I Miry ■.in-: M'J.h p»ir -sit) ll.ii. I hu-..- i? I h»" p««s Insl 
p.s-.-.ut ) . 
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Table 1 
Headcount Enrollment 
Full-time and Part-Time 
f Fall, 1982 



University of California 
jBerkeley 
Davis 



Total 

29,296 
19,321 



Percent Percent 
Full-Time ' Full-Time Part-Time ^Part-Time 



26,900 
17 ,822 



91.8* 
32.2 
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Table 2 

Headcount Enrollment Percent by Level 
University of Maryland and Designated Peers 
Fall 1982 



Total 



Under- 
graduate 



First 
Professional 



Graduate 



University of California 

Berkeley , 29,296 

Davis • 19,321 

San Diego - 1 3 , 1 02 

Total California 61,7 19 



69.5$ 

72.8 

80.7 

7?. 9 



3.9$ 
7.2 
3.9 
4.9 



26.6$ 

20.0 

15.4 

22.2 



University of 111 Inula 
Urbana-Champa ign 
University Center' 
Health Science 

1 otal 1 1 1 inoi3 



34 ,9 J** 
21 ,00 3 
4,259 
00 , 176 



82.4 
32.7 
74 . 8 



.8$ 



4.9 



21.6$ 
17.6 
20.4 
20.6 



Unlvcrylly MlwM a -'' 

Ann Arbd 

Dear-born 

Flint 
tu ch igan Sui 
Total Michigan 



2 



6,390 
5,025 
m2,730 
89,217 



O j o 

91 .1 
84.4 
77-6 
73.5 



5.2 



o 

8,. 9 
T3.6 
19.5 
21 - 3 



U. of North Ca, ...... 

Chapel Hill 

North Carolina State 
Total North Carolina 



22,071 
22,669 
44 ,7 40 



67.51 

83.2 

75.4 



7.7$ 

.4 
4.0 



24.8$ 

16.4 

20.6 



University of Texas 

Auutin 48,039 

Health Science-Houston 2,676 

Texas A&M j6 , 127 

Total Texas 86,842 

Univui :jlty „r v i. ^im., i f , 1 18 

VP I 22,921 

Total V 1 t ^iril «, 40,010 



78.0$ 
18.6 
02.5 
78.1 



07 At 

79.3 

74.H 



3.4$ 
48.3 
1 .8 
4.1 

.9 
'•-7 



18.6$ 
33. 1 
15.7 
17.8 

22. 3$ 

19.8 

20.9 



UlllVc, nlly Of W j 

Mad i son 
Mil waukec 
Tola 1 Wi aeonn i n 

Tot.a 1 Pimm-m 



Un i v<»r:i i ty nf Maryland 
Coll<ig<! Park 
Bal t imoni C 1 ty 
K'lsUirn 'Hion* 
H.>1 t, lmor<» County 
Un i vtTM it y Co 1 b'tf'" 1 

Total Mary lain! 



l < ... p / }u 
26 , 1 19 
68,349 

«iM ,08/ 



37,046 
4,800 
1,214 
7 , <84 

M,27S 

h 1 ,7 1 ( ) 



6 ^ . ✓ * 

83.4 

74.6 

74 .<) 



T T ).8$ 

,'f>.4 
<)4 .7 
<)4 . 1 

<i'i .a 

fid. 4 



2 . 3 
4 . 3 

- % 
'1*1 . 1 



/ / 1 > 
16.6 



20.8 



2<) 



•KIl.". I 1 Knr'o 1 1 im »nl ,ukI ( 'ornp I i .meo Hrport of I na M 1 11 1 i onn of IMtflwr 
iuc.it ! on, I'lM.' 



ERLC 



j; 



Table 3 3hows the distribution of degrees awarded by level, i.e. , 
bachelors, .masters, doctorate ^and first., professional. The University - of 
Maryland Awards a higher proportion of bachelors degrees (76.6 percent) than do 
peers (66.6 percent) and a lower proportion of masters/<fegrees ( 1 U .*4 i?erc^nt ) as 
compared with the peer institutions (22.1 percent) and doctorate degrees (3-8 
percent versus 6.0 percent). Both the University of Maryland and its peers 



award about five percent of their degrees at the first professional level. This 
la consistent with the enrollment patterns described above. 



National Mciil 5otivldI j and ^>A1 O^.,. c t 



One ul t he ti aJHluiial ltiJ loal^i j 1 i . . .. v * * ...u { \ < i A t v n^i^. Loc.i ol tiJciit 

v .Ay udl J U rV an J the i c^ulal lwn wf an lit tit^Llwn Ao L> a ocd f 1 1 1 ^ai'l , on the 
owl 1 s$£,e * a alllily t , . atti out u*.dc. G i a matca w 1 t ti 0L1 y., 0 Scholastic CVed fcn t lei Is • 

Two meaaui cs uf '"strong scholastic c reden t la 1 s " cue SAT scores and the presence 
of National Merit Scholars. 

Table l \ displays the first year enrollment of Merit Scholars at the 
University of Maryland and Its designated peers. The University of Maryland at 
Coy^o I'cij k enrolled dtt Mc t 1 1^ Scholars in Fall, iy6V. Other campuses of the 
University oi Maryland aid not enroll any Merit iohulai Among those peer 

f Merit Scholars 

chl ,,U 0 J v o i a J I . m (Hi. r;i, d( N^i ti wrvi ulllin j L rt L _ Unl vcl ;a Ly tv; 1 9c- CIll'ol loJ 

«l loxa^ A b M. Laj iiu.jbrM n . i nofiola. n cinr llod at Texas A A M, the 

University or i'exn.i at A as tin, and Michigan State University arc due to 
part. 1 en l.Gr jty'OKrams at. those I n:tt i tut. i ons for " 1 n:it i tut i ona 1 Merit Scholars. " 

Table S displays the average math, verbal, and total SAT scores for 
entering freshmen for the University of Maryland and its designated peers. 
Among the peer i nst I tut ions the University of Illinois does not use SAT, but 
rather r«-<)uires the ACT for entering students. At. the University of Maryland at 



J . \Degrees Awarded Including First Professional 

j - University of Maryland and Designated Peers 

1981-82- 

j ' 
| First 

Bachelors Masters Doc tora te Professional Tptal 
University of California ^ „ * 



• Berkeley 


62 . 


2% 


25. 


2$. 


o 
o ■ 


,2% 


) i he/ 


O inn 

o,699 


DavjLs 


68. 


,8 


15. 


.3 


• 5. 


.4 


10.5 


3,782 


San Diego 


' 75. 




10. 


.4 


7. 


.9 


519 


2,020 


Total California 


65. 


,8 


20, 


.6 


7. 


.4 


6.2 


14 ,501 


t 

University of IllinojLa 


















Urbana- Champaign 


6b. 


• 5% 


24 . 


.3$ 


6 




3-2$ 


9 J 10 


University Center 


71. 


7 


26 . 


.2 


2, 


. 1 


- 


2,935 


Health Science 


45. 


.6 


15. 


.2 


4. 


.0 




1 ,3*92 


Total Illinois 


65- 




23- 


.8 


5. 


. 1 


5.8 


13,437 


Unl vetal ly of Mlj,i 6 a.. 


















Ann Arboi 


My 








t i 








Dearborn 




.0 


6 


.0 






- 


900 


Flint 


i00. 


.0 










- 


497 


hi chigan s i ^ 


71 , 


.0 


_ i . 


. 4 




. { 




io,4-30 




62 


.6 


25 


. 1 


7 , 


.5 


4.8 


22,094 


U. of North Cai k > i i ..~ 






<i 












Chapel Hill 


6 (i 




23 


.Ujb 


b 




8-9* 


5,033 


North Carol inp Stat^ 


76. 


.8 


17. 


.3 


5 


.9 




3,441 


Total North Carolina 


68, 


.3 


20 


.7 


S 


.7 


5-3 


8,474 


University of Texas 
















9,360 


Austin 


74. 


.8» 


lt> 


.6? 


' 4 




5.1? 


Hf»al 1" h 5%r»i pnpp-Hoiiston 


28, 


.3 


26 


.8 


7 


.0 


37.9 


699 


Texaa A&M 


79. 


. 1 


14 


.5 


3 


.9 


2.5 


6,555 


Total Texas 


74. 


.5 


15 


.7 


> 


.-3 


5.5 


16,614 


University ol Vii^ii.i„ 


^« 


U J 


db 


.ttj 


:j 4 




11.7% 


4 , 4b 4 


VP I 


7b 


. 4 


19 


.9 


4 


.7 


— 


u , 829 


Total Vl.ftlMl- 


67 


.0 


2 2 


. 8 


ij 


. 6 


-j .6 


9 ,283 


Ui.l vc, oU> v. X vi . . A 


















Mad 1 son 










0 










7 1 




27 


. 7 


1 


. 1 




3, 107 


lotal Wisconsin 


63 


.9 


26 


.2 


6 




3.7 


,1,663 


Total Poor a 


66 


.6* 


• n 


. 1* 


f) 




r .. 3* 


96,066 


Un 1 vern L t,y of" Maryland 


















College Park 


79 


.3* 


IS 


.4? 




.3? 


- % 


6,014 


Baltimore City 


39 


.6 


:M 


.8 


1 


. l > 


3 r >. 1 


1,547 


Kan torn Shorn 


96 


.0 


4 


.0 








126 


Baltimore County 


9 2 




7 


. 1 




.7 




708 


Un 1 vervi I t>y Co 1 1 e#e 


98 


.0 




.0 








1 , 177 


Total Maryland 


76 


.6 


in 


.4 


1 


.8 


r n 


10, YfV 


dourer-: Ill'Xil.'J Dof/r'ooa and 


Other 1 


''oniii l 


Award: 


\ Conf'o 


rred 


belwoen «Ju 1 y 1 , 


ion i 



,-hkI .'un.: »(), I'M' 



ERIC 



•Table 4 



UniW ' 



aity of 'Maryland and Designated Peers 
Number of Merit Scholars * 
Fjj-st Y.e.ar Enrollment 

Fall, 1982 - "« 



University of California 

Berkeley v 42 

Davis . NR 

Sar} Diego 1 NR 



Urbana-Cnarapaign ^ i 

University Centei NR 



Ann Arbo. 

Dearborn NR 

Flint ' NR 

Michigan ^ut. 98 

U. of North Car * 1 .... 

Chapel Hill 21 

North Carolina Staio 15 

University of Texas 

Austin 130 

Texas A & M 190 

UnlvciaHy of Vhgiulu 

VPI 28 

Ui.lvbi oily Ml., L) J.. 

Madison ;ju 

Mi lwauke^ NR 

w..l veralty \.i u«. , i j 

College Pan, /o 

Bait imore^County NR 

Kan torn Shore NR 



NOiK. The number of merit scholars attending an institution Ls determined 

in part by the Institution's policy regarding the allocation of funds 
for National Merit Scholarship.*}. 

Source: Wironlo _\}\ oi\ Ji* fihor^Jyluqation; p. ^? f February 10, 190?}, Top 10 r ) 
campuses In first-year enrollment, of National Meri t Scholars. 
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Average SAT 
University of 



Table 5 
Scores of Entering Freshmen 
Maryland and Designated Pee^ 
Fall 1982 

t 



Verbal 



Math 



Total 



University of California 
Berkeley - ^ 
Davis . 
San ' Diego s 

University of Illinois 
Urbana-Champaign 
Medical Center 
Chicago Circle 



University of 
Ann Ar*bor 
Deat born 
Flint 

iiichigau -M^ 



Chapel Hill 

North Carolina State 

University of Texas 
Austin 
Houston 
MM 

University ul Virginia 

Madison 
Mi lwaukec 



w.il voi ol ty ^ a lk , 1 
College ran 
Eastern Shoro 
Baltimore Coih. \ , 
Baltimore City 
University CoIHj^a 



..J 



553 
4 94 
510 



N/A 



V*0 

460 
453 



4/6 



454 
N/A 
486 

570 
500 



453 



338 
441 
N/A 
N/A 



585 
555 
580 



N/a 
o 



ouu 
b40 
514 
515 



548 



547 
N/A 

517 

6 JO 
570 



523 



i 'j 
369 

N/A 
N/A 



1 ,049 
1 ,0§Qv. 



/ A , 
e / 



1 ,000 
96^> 
968 



) .024 



1 ,0J1 
N/A 
1,003 

1 ,200 
1 ,070 



976 



707 
931 
N/A 
N/A 



•iLUnois uaen ACT , not SA'i , J : i ;s44 a -nampa k rtsl ■ _> .ivdrngo 1902 ocore wan 24.5. 
Source: Barron's Profiles, Lovejoy'a CoLle^e Guide, rvnd Institutional personnel 



College Park SAT scores f<^£ Fall, 1982 averaged 982, Almost 10U points above the 
national average of 893*. Sqores at Baltimore County atso exceeded the national 
average. 

Among the peer institutions, the University of Michigan at Flint, Michigan \ 
* State University, and the Uni versity^bf Wisconsin at Milwaukee were the only 
universities with average SAT scores below 1,000. The University of Virginia 
had the highest average seore, 1,200, followed by the University of Michigan a\t 
Ann Arbor, 1,1*40 and the University of California at Berkeley, 1,138. All 
acorea ore oigul 1 1 o<auiL iy above thc\ national averse, and indicate that these 
1 not 1 UiL 1 uiii a ttiaot a high cdi ibi c ui student* 



to 



V 



I I 

;■ 
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INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES 
— ,-■ aO 

A second area for. comparative analysislis the array of resources an 
institution has assembled to support its primary goals and activities. For this 
study, tfie SBHE staff was able to accumulate data, about faculty, academic 1 
programs., administrative salaries, facilities, libraries, academic computing, 
and federal research funding.. Taken 1 * together this information provides jl 
profile of peer Institutions against which the University of Maryland can be 
compared. y ^ 

» \ 

f QOU 1 ty 

The jIi^U moil Am^iianl ^1 u \| i.»lvci'aUy la lta faculty. in 

wi j,!, to -UiaoL ^ a J 1 oLain the uol qualified Individuals the lnaLUuUoii an*at 
wlici owinpctltlwC odlarlcj and i ^.sonaLlc^ - p p o i t un i 1 1 ea tOf promotion and 

ttiiur- y f 

The ifloot icocut data (H l^ojj; indicate that average faculty salaries at 

I 

the University of Maryland 'for the ranks of professor', associate professor, and 

assistant professor are comparable to those of peers. (See Table 6) Faculty 

salaries at the rank of lecturer/ Instructor at the peer lnstl tutlons^are about 

t — 

8.5 percent greater than at the University of Maryland. The all ranks average 
faculty salary at the University of Maryland la $29,257 compared with $32,515 
among tho pooro The total salary dollars expended at the University of 

Mai yl Mkl J w ..Id hav_ bo lhd oaacJ ttL,,uL 11.U ^ci'ccnt to reach peer' dVCl'ttgCo Oil 

all raxiKa ba-la. M^st ot this discrepancy la the result of differences in 
distribution of faculty by rank. 

The University's relatively good standing compared to peer averages is the 
result of a ^ 1 \ percent increase in salaries in FY 1983. For the University to 
maintain or Improve it3 standing with respect to it3 peers in the area of 
faculty salaries, a sustained effort In required. In years in which no cost-of- 
living Increases are awarded, the University loses ground rapidly In the 
(H)mpiit itlon to attract and retain the hnst faculty available. 



Table 6 * 
•Average Faculty Salary by Rank 
University of Maryland and Designated Peers 
FY 1983 









Assoc iat e 


Assistant 


Lecturers/ 


All, 




Professor 


Professor 


Professor 


Instructor 


Raitf<s 


University of California 










>• 






Berkeley 
Davis 


"$44 


, 107 


•$29,456 


$24,336 


$23 


,941 


$37 ,452 


47 


,671 


♦26,856 


22,075 


23 


,?26 


34,486 


San Dipffn 


40 


,718 


27 ,^80 


23,010 


22 


994 


4 "3? Q40 


Total California 


44 


,270 


28, 172 


23 ? , 361 


23 


824 


- 35 , 9fe 


lln1\rf»r , <*1t"\/ c\ f I 1 1 i nnl m 

U II J. V CI ul Li y \J *■ 1 iilllUl O 


• 














ur Dana*~ ^nduipd ign 


$^0 


^7 4 


*pA PpM 




$22 


169 
i \j 7 


^ Q ^ 7 7 
yjj 1 J 1 1 


uni vcrsiiy uenuei 


38 


152 


PR P7 1 




18« 


1 ?2 


PQ liQQ 


\ Una 1 's^l «nnff 


38 


,575 


Pfl 3 37 


P ^ 114 


17 


319 c, 


P7 nil p 


Tnf^ 1 TlHnnis * 


39 


,77Q 


?8 ?s? 


<- j , 7 j j 


18 


539 


■31 7 ^ ^ 


Unlvc. ally Mlw\l fl -.. 
















Ann ArbOi 




^ U *1 


£ ju ( 0 ( ) 


^ j) J J 


$ 1 7 


20^ 


|ji» f 1^1 


Deal born 


31 


,929 


24,822 


20 ^ 75 1 


1* 


.933 


24,7 72 


Flint 


33 


,609 


26,841 


22,055 


17 


047 


25 , 948 


Michigan 5 1 i 


37 


, 103 


27 ,862 


23,638 


19 


820 


31,513 


Total Michigan 


39 


,248 


28,757 


24, 174 


18 


942 


32,425 


u _ oi wonn u 1 1 .. < 
















unapei nin 




, 30 I 


J J 7 


"t, 9 -( f l u P 


$22 


075 


V , J jO 


in or Lf i L»aroixrid oiai ^ 


T7 

3f 


floe 

,o3t> 


Pfl 163 


00 f.'lO 
C J ,u { c 


1 A 
I 0 




Pfl Q 


Total Uorth Carolina 






28,769 


23,386 


20 


067 


30,785 


•A 

university 01 iexds 






/ 










rtU3Lin 


$<42 


139 




$^>h SAO 


$21 


422 


top A7n 


Health Science-Houston 


4 44 


635 


32,917 


26,096 


20 


240 ' 


33, 104 


Texas A&M 


42 


,672 


33,819 


27 , 139 


19 


r 104 


33,362 


Tnt"?ll TPXrt^i Jltk. 


42 


497 


31 ,738 


25 , 804 


20 


,209 


32, 905 


University v-1 v i , c i ,ild 






$i0 , ?4^ 


4>22 , 62 1 


$20 


299 


$32 ,970 


VPI 


40 


,757 


30,399 


"24,249 


18 


,485 


30, 160 


Tota 1 Vhftial. 


42 


655 


30,534 


23,637 


18 


991 


31,287 


University ^1 niSi.i .,». 
















i idu i sun 






1 , 3 w 1 


•+> c J J u J c 


$d 1 


220 


A -< -< i) <Q 

f J J , v J7 


1111 WdUKcu 


38 


317 


97 QQQ 


P ^ P7P 


20 


168 


PQ f\Clf\ 
c 7 | uuu 


lOtdl hi scons 111 1 


38 


0S6 


07 AflQ 


P ^ lifl7 


20 


79 3 

1 7 j 


■3 1 film 


i oidi r eer s 


$10 


834 


<fcPQ ^17 




$20 


339 


* op c; 1 c 


University of Maryland 
















College Park 


$40, 


526 


$29,332 


$23,602 


$18 


653 


$29 r 895 


Baltimore City 


42 


613 


32,631 


25,963 


18 


553 


29,330 


Eastern Shore 


29 


111 


27,745 


24,813 


21 


285 


24,223 


Baltimore County 


39 


010 


28,642 


23,659 


17 


652 


27,620 


Total Maryland 


40 


510 


29,651 


24,214 


18 


752 


29,257 



NOTE: University College excluded because only 11 full-timo faculty were 

reported and at only one rank w«ro more that 2 individuals reported, 
Source: HMGIS - Salaries, Tenure, and frLnge Benefits of Full-TLme Instructional 
Faculty, 1982-83 

l \ 



00 



A comparison of the distribution 1 of faculty by rank at ttie University of 
Maryland and the peers is provided in Table 7. The rank distribution at the 
University of Maryland is significantly different than' that at peef\ 
institutions. The greatest difference is at the rank df professor. - T$i& 
proportion" of faculty menibers holding the rank of professor at all peer 
institutions is *J3.7 pfercent and at several individual campuses, the proportion 
exceeds 50 percent. At the University of Maryland, only 25-9 percent of the 
faculty hold the rank of professor, with College Park having 30.6 percent.. 
Maryland aloo haa a much greater percentage of its faculty at the 
instructor ' A colv/rcr rank (l^.^) percent) than peer institutions (6.^ percent). 

I The Uiil vo* ol ly ' Ol Mai ^ land lo c^iow .111 tci 011L I l v>Uj 1 t cj peer hioLUutUlifl 

* < n i Cq~*i J tvj Ltio ^I'O^jrUwii v>I tfi . la^.ii Ly holding to'nui'c , Hui c than t)8 

\ 

'pti Ooii t the taoully at pcci l no i 1 Uit loiia have been awarjej tenui'e compared to 

\ 

. 1 percent $$jit the University of Mar y lanu\ Because tenure" is/ closely 
correlated with rank, it is to be expected that institutions wi^tri a higher 
proportion of their faculties at the rank of professor and associate professor 
would have higher tenure rates. 

Differences in distribution of faculty by rank and tenure rates do not 
ncoecjaarl ly translate to differences in quality. These distributions are 
largely the i eaul I of individual institutional policy decisions. At this point 

Uio Unicoi ly tbi yiauJ oliwiiiJ have oomctwhaL gi catci flexibility than i L5J 

pec. inol 1 tutlOi.i. I i coputiJ v Mill i a In UoiuqiiJ iui acaJ6miC programo ana Lo^ 

deveiop new areas because ito faculty >io loos "locked in." 

Faculty 3alaries are an important component of an institution's ability to 
attract and retain hiEh quality faculty, but 3alarie3 are not a measure or 
faculty quality. Faculty reputation i3 an important indicator of institutional 
quality, but there is not a set of comparable data available for evaluating 
faculty across institutions. However, there are several reports currently 
available which provide rough indicators of faculty quality and performance in 
-LimLtod aroan of the total respons Lb L 1 Lty of faculty members. 

I -1 
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Distr*W£ion of Faculty 
University of Mar 



Table 7 

Salary by Rank and Percent Tenured 
yland and Designated Peers 
FY 1983 



Faculty - Prof, 



Assp. 
Prof. 



A'ssis. 
Pr*k. 



Instructor/ 
Lecturers 



Tenured 



University^ of Calif orn,ia 










I 






1 




Berk'eley ' 




"62. 


■ 1* 


16 


.8$ 


11.7$ 




•77 


• 9* 


Davis * 


776 


42 . 


7 


25 


.9* 


.17-7 


■1 Q 


69 


. 1 


San Diego 


496 


55. 


6 


,22, 


.-6 • 


16.5 




76 


.8 


Total California 


2,7,o6 


55. 


3 


20 


.5 , 


15.9 


8.3 


75 


.2 








» 










v 


University of Illinois 




















Urbana -Champaign 


l ,000 


49. 


■ 3% 


27 


-5% 




.6%' 


78 


• 3% 


University Center 


837 


32. 


,6 


35 


.0 


28.9 


3.5 


74 


.2 


neaibnT oc lence 






. D 




c 


ho 1 


fl Q 




0 
• J 


Total Illinois 


i, 230 


42. 


, 1 


29 


.9 


26.4 


1 .6 


75 


. 1 


UniVci Di Ly v. I Ml ..i.l G ^.. 


















Ann Arbo. v - 


1 U'jj 


•j 1 


0* 










oy 




Deax born 


180 


28. 


3 


35 


. 0 


26.6 




61 


-7 


Flint 


130 


25. 


4 


36 


.2 


2 3:0 


15-4 


56 


.2 


1 1 i ehigan 1 1 


, 818 


52. 


1 


23 


. 3 


21.3 


3.3 


77 


.0 


Ta£al Michigan 


3,821 


49, 


9 


22 


.9 


20.9 


6.3 


72 


.4 


U. of North Ca* 




















Chapel Hill 


1 ,o8y 


44 . 


4* 


^5 


.3% 


20. y# 


9.4* 


66 




North Carolina State 


914 


33. 


1 


28 


.3 


25.7. 


12.9 


59 


.4 


Total North Carolina 


2,003 


39. 


2 


, 26 


• 7, 


23.1 


1 1 .0 


63 


.5 


University of Texas 




















Austin 


1,888 


39. 


8* 


25 


.6% 


27-3% 


7 . 3% 


66 


.0* 


Health Science-Houston 


286 


30. 


.1 


29 


-7 


30. 1 


10.1 


50 


.3 


Texas A&M 


1 ,506 


32. 


1 


27 


.4 


30.5 


10.0 


53 


.3 


Total Texas 


3,680 


35. 


9 


26 


.7 


28.8 


8.6 


59 


.6 



Uni ve^l ty ^1 vi* 6 i„u 


^4y 


lb 


.5* 


^9 


.4* 




1% 


1 


.8% 


59. 


.5% 


VP I '* 


1 417 


21 


.9 


30 


.5 


31 . 


5 


10 


. 1 


58 


.0 


Total Viifti,.! 


2,366 


31 


.4 


30 


.0 


30. 


3 


8 


.3 


58. 


.6 


Unl vc, ally iii.... 
























Madison 


1 l|M 1 


Ol 








id 


2* 


4 


.3* 


(6 




Milwaukee 


766 


31 


• 9 


36 


.2 


26. 


3 


5 


.6 ^ 


69 


.8 


Total Wisconsin 


2,209 


51 


.8 


22, 


.4 


21 . 


0 


4 


.8 


75. 


.3 


Total Peer3 


20,009 


43 


.7$ 


- 25, 


.5$ 


23. 


9% 


6 


l 

.9% 


68, 


.6% 


University of Maryland 














% 










College Park 


1,308 


30 


.6$ 


30. 


.7$ 


25. 


8$ 


1* 


.9% 


63. 


.2% 


Baltimore City 


350 


18 


.6 


25. 


.-7 


36. 


3 


19 


.4 


45. 


.1 


Eastern Shore 


82 


7 


• 3 


11, 


.6 


40. 


3 


37 


.8 


39. 


,0v- 


Baltimore County 


273 


18 


• 3 


42. 


.5 


23. 


1 


16 


. 1 


" 59. 


. 1 


Total Maryland 


2,013 


.25 


.9 


30, 


.8 


27. 


9 


15 


.5 


59. 


.1 


NOTE: University Collage 


excluded becau; 


Ho only 


1 1 


full 


-time 


facir 


Lty wore 







reported and at only one rank were more that 2 individuals reported. 
Source: HKGIS - Salaries, Tenure, and fringe Benefit)^ of Full-Time Instructional 
Faculty, 1982-83 * 



In . the area^ of research, the Nataonal Science Foundation compiles an 
annual report on federal support to universities,^ colleges, and selected non- 
profit institutions.. While the federal government fftrt^ the only source of 
research support, i^ is by far the, largest provider. Both .the University of 



Maryland Coll$ge y Park and* Baltimore City are among the top 100 universities 
receiving federal research and development ^fupds nationally in Federal FY 1 98 1 . 



(See Table -8) College Park ranked 50th' and Baltimore City ranjked^>Qth among the. 

Y ^ 

top J00. Among public institutions in the top '100, College Park ranged 2*9 th "and 

Baltimore City ranked j6th of b'( inafiti tutlona. Among the 17 peer campuses in 

» * 

the top 100, College Park Ranked 11th' and Baltimore City ranked 13th. These 

lanlvlngo indicate a hl&h lc^el ul o^oojo the ^ai I of University ol Maryland" 

j \ 
faculty lxi walpctinfc for' federal i coearoti ^oUdi o 

lho National lllotltutes of Health hao uUbiiSLeJ a Tanking of Ho £i autto to 

public medical schools for federal FY i982. The University or Maryland ranked 

X 

12th among 72 pub x lic medical schools receiving NIH extramural awards and 5th 



among 11 medical schools at peeij institutions. (Se#> Table 9) Again, this ranking 
indicates a high level of success among faculty competing for grants. 

A second area in which comparative data are available is a recently 
completed study of the quality of research-doctorate programs sponsored by the 
Conference Board of Associated Research Councils and published by the National 



Academy ol ooieli^ea lne bum d include^ i e^r cocmU 1 1 v ca ol' the American Council 
of l.eai neO iocictl.j, the American Council ^tx tducatAon, the Social Science 
Research Council, and the National Research Council. 

The study was quite complex and evaluated programs over a range of 
measures. Among the factors considered were the results of a r^putational 
survey conducted In April, 1981. ' Faculty members! within each discipline were 

asked to rate programs ih the areas of faculty competence and achievements, the 

* * 

effectiveness of the program in educating research scholars and scientists, antf 
improvement in the program over the past five ycarsrT The Standardized scores in 



Table H 



FILitRAL 0B;10aD0n< 10* RI^UR> *Ni prvUCPHih 
(DOLLARS ltt THOUSANDS ) 



*u1h-' jo; UKiviRiiUK'w: colors l 



^INSTITUTION IRANKfD BY 
AKOUN1 RECEIVED 
tAKT. FOR fV mil 



117* 



TOTAL , ALL INSTITUTIONS 2,085.70* 



1 JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY. 

2 MMS INST Of TECHNOLOGY 

3 STANFORD UNIVERSITY 

4 UNIVERSITY OF NASH1NGTON 

5 UNlY Of CAL LOS ANGEllS 



39.5*1 
41.074 
53 .5*5 
5k. 109 
53.4C>2 

53.3** 

51.095 
46,05* 
3fc ,712 



1175 

'41 .all 

Aft, 7 15 
58,465 
AO, 235 
$4 ,203 

46,550 
48,636 
49,358 
48,565 
43,538 



1176 



1977 



1 97fc 



•ftt UNIV OF CAl SAN DIEGO 

7 HARVARD UNIVERSITY 
#6 UnV OF HI'S -HADI SON 

9 COLWBU UKIV Hk]U DJV 
)0 UNirOF PENNSYLVANIA 

TOTAL 1ST 10 INSTITUTIONS 50t).750 571,176 

4*1) UNIVERSITY MICHIGAN 

12 YALE UNIVERSITY 

13 COHNILI UNIVERSITY 

14 UNIVERSITY Of MlNNESOl* 

15 UNIV OF CAl S*N FRANCIS^ 

UNlv Of CAl BE R*U E V 

17 NtSHlNG^DK UNIVfRSlTf 

18 UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 
J»l9 UN1V OF III URb ANA 

20 UNIV OF SOUTHERN CAL 

TOTAL 1ST 20 INSTITUTION 

21 PENNSYLVANIA STATE UN I V 

22 UNIVERSITY Of COLORADO 

23 DUKE UNIVERSITY . 
j*2* UNI V OF TEKAS AT AUSTIN 
^25 UNIVERSITY OF ROCHESTER 

76 OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 
27 YESHIVA UNIVERSITY 
2E NE N YORK UNIVERSITY 
21 UNIVERSITY Of PITTSBURGH 
4^30 UNIV OF ,NC AT CHAPEL MILL 



31 931 
37;*?! 
33. BIO 
36.471 
26.329 

4* 090 
26.753 
33.217 
32 .700 
23.493 

U36.715 

17 .75* 
22.678 
22.974 
21. HI 

21,250 

19.642 

21 ,03b 
27.719 
It, 77* 
20.781 



3& . «oj 
3b. 472 
39 ,601 
39,415 
33,489 

40 ?97 
30,71? 
36. 300 
3*. 100 
76.678 

dB2 .580 

20,256 
22.336 
24,566 
73.307 
25.40B 

20. 913 
2*. 782 
26.029 
H.5B6 
19,187 



TOTAL 1ST 30 INSTITUTIONS 1.051 A42 1.109,15* 



33 UNI VERS1TY OF U~I *H 

32 PURDUi UNIVERSITY 

33 UNIVERSITY Of AR1 ?Oh» 
3* UNIVERSITY 0* IOmi 

35 fcAVLOf. COL OF MLD1CIN£ 

TEXAS A I * UNIVERSITY 
I 37 HICHlGAN STaT E UNIVERSj ;n 

W n case nestern reserve univ 

39 GEORGIA INSTITUTE Of TECH 
tfAO CALIFORNIA 3NST OF HCH 

10JJM 1ST 40 INSTITUTION* 

41 irORTHHISTERN UNIVERSITY 
*LA2 UNIV Of CAL D*V1S 

43 UNIVERSITY Of KORIDA 
4* UK4V ALABAHi BIRMINGHAM 
45 INDIANA UNIVERSITY 

44 UNIVERSITY Of H1AH1 

47 OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 

48 HOODS MOLE OCnGRPHIC INST 

49 VANDERBUT. UNI VERSITY 
J)fr50 UNIV OT HD COLLEGE PARK 



11 . 33b 
17.953 
12.42* 
16.5*9 
19,161 

12 .0*7 
1* .371 
17 ,774 
6 747 
19 ,B07 



It. 546 
16.637 
13.026 
15.85* 

14 ,238 

IE, 448 

12,717 

15 .070 
12.746 
11,746 



2,*30,*79 2 ,803.030 3. 381^27 i 



19.736 
21 ,*60 
16 ,136 
16 ,645 
18,415 

12.366 
IB .003 
IB. 175 
1,455 
21,002 



*11.431 i *B2,351 



18.721 
11,837 
14,257 
15.507 
13,132 

22,616 
13.718 
14.440 
13,770 
13,772 



45,031 
46.1*1 
62 .82* 
42,296 
58,72* 

63,24-7 
,52,*73- 
53.351 
50.8B9 
41 .335 

556 .316 

42 302 
40. 759 
41.675 
46 . 36 3 
32,737 

45. 73*> 
31.36 3 
42.3*3 
3*. .066 
36.717 

75* .402 

21.953 
26 , 08* 
27 ,2?0 
21,553 
23.57* 

21 .875 
, 23.640 
* 33.10* 

19 , 48*. 

23.51* 



yi.ioo 

11.153 
73.685 

49 ,6.B2 
43.573 

7DrB97 
' 56,251 
58.439 
40.51B 
Kt , 37 6 

646 ,876 

52 695 
47 . 485 

50 320 
5t) . 160 
36 . 103 



)9t .881 
114, 705 
60.605 
7k ,500 
9,678 



45 0 4 ** 
37 .86 1 
4fc . 0*k 
36.82^ 
"7 ,739 



77. 2*9 
' ,089 
5.530 
5. 2b* 
57 , 0*7 

B72 .948 

56 . 73*) 
5*. 033 
56 . 7?9 
59.935 
*t. 528 

5C *77 
42.760 
49, 239 
*3. *95 
42.906 



1979 
3,673,899 / 

110. 6B1 
9* ,030 
86 . 3-32 , 

I 65>.187 
f 7\5 J .*9*3 
>^y1B2 
74*£|B3 
66^122 



1180" 



1181 



4,157.711 4,409,143 



2,40. Ok 
142,09* 
10*. 610 
)00<577^ 

l v T427 

•*.55* . 
80,830 
B1.5H 
71 .085 



>363, 429 
146.035 
106,073 
99,*frV 

a *5,210 

11,403 
67,630 
86.116 
83.659 
, 76,136 



1 032.890 1.08*. 080 1.236,658 



tV 106 
43.217 
49,257 
6*. 793 
59,475 

5* .BOO 
46.36* 
-50,9?* 
45.1*5 
50. 179 



1,091.40* i 379.791 J. 602. 270 1,691,646 1.646.417 



71 ,9-35 
46.136 
75.*** 

7fc . Oi>B 
42,771 

5C427 
52.529 
50.592 
50,797 
46*3*3 



£ 73. "999 

73. 524v .. 
— 11 ,k>n 

7 2,001 

4*. 61* 

4*. 065 
5* . 170 
53,992 
53,580 
49 ,221 



23,0)9 
30, 059 
30, 05S 
29, 1*2 
26 ,*91 

25.30* 
26 . 2** 
35.72b 
21.577 
21 ,34B 



4 2. 106 
32. 19B 
3* .790 
37.352 
-33,813 

3* .177 
26 .710 
36 .263 -, 
2i .086 
2k .77^ 



4*. 257 
31 , 0*4-9 
41 .673 
37 ,113 
3C.427 

33.473 
3i ,401 
36M67 
31.522 
40,433 



1.196. 603 1 .360,373 1.713,580. 1,977,605 



22 >4S 
2*. U? 
17,7 7 9 

17 ,6*0 
lb, 120 

1* 

17,197 

18 .6*1 
12.621 
22.221 

^B2 .167 

20.062 
19 .460 
15.617 
19 .66* 
15.471 

20,745 
V5.761 
15.222 
14,156 
16,03* 



2* .99t 
23,9*5 
25,29k 
21,53" 
20,336 

14.5** 
70, 179 
70,175 
19 .2*3 
25.0B5 

i»75.763 

73,46t 
22.413 
18.471 
IB. 662 
16,771 

74\123 
19,221 
15.186 
16 .676 
16,535 



2<) .567 
IS .863 
2t ,550 
7k .551 
76 ,47* 

70.763 
21 .921 
7V.B53 
22,253 
26.235 

ybl .112 

2fc.95B 
27,827 
21 ,690 
21,511 
19,158 

75.761 
18.646 
19,425 
20, 151 
19.401 



35,52* 
31.117 
30,375 
3 ( 3,2B* 
29,806 

26 .476 
27 ,39* 
79 ,606 
2*. 146 
31,460 

^77 , 143\ 

31.520 
33.414 
22,129 
26,6*7 
20,730 

77,360 
23,158 
19.131 
21,747 
21,041 



46 .443 
4* .823 
42.665 
40.43* 
41,32* 

37,312 
40,275 
39 , *9* 
33,2*6 

2,095,497 

31 ,166 
3k ,853 
33,887 
3*. 677 
31 .764 

26.171 
28 .63E 
31 .420 
27,666 

35,552 



47 ,099 
46.146 
4*. 287 
•*3,756 
42,963 

42.619 

42.510 
40.63k 
36 . 512 
?6 .4*7 

2,296,052 

3! . 163 
3k .5*9 
36,306 
35 . 300 
35.062 

3*, 396 
3* .000 
33^74* 
33. 116 
32,959 



2,415.319 2.645.651 



31.183 

42.245 
75,467 
26 ,115 
76,770 

27,166 
21.410 
23r427 
25.178 
24 ,443 



32,446 
31 .757 
30.645 
29.170 
21,274 

76.156 
27,641 

27,433 
27,42k 
27,313 




TJ0TA1 1ST 50 INSTI7UT10NS 1.340.451 
HE fOOTHOUS AT IW> Of TAiLl. 

M'ee t I iks t l t lit i nn 



1,444,401 1 .555.541 1,772,411 



2.188,640 2,524,450 2,70jr,323 7,138.142 



\ 



ERIC 



1 . 



i ; 



2G 



gEsi cow mum 



CONUNlKO 



Table 8 



FEDERAL ObtlCAl IONS fOF RfSfA&Ch anC DfVUO^M?^) IC 1H! IOC UNJVIRSIUES AN? COLLEGES 1' 
RECEIVING THI LARGEST AMOUNTS: FY 197*-61 I 

(DOLLARS lh THOUSANDS) 



institution t ranked by 

AMOUNT RECEIVED 

RANK FOR FY Ml It 1974 1975 197ft 1177 1978 1979 I960, 198] 

^51 80STON UNIVERSITY 12,42? 13,325 15,536 17,212 » 19.763 20,925 24,943 27 019 

1*52 UNIVERSITY Of VIRGINIA 11,325 12,04,9 14,319 17.436 19,151 22.686- 23,583 2a!333 

53* u tu hlth sci ctr Dallas 10,290 ic,66? , 11,474 15 . ft&& u.oba 20,270 22,172 23911 

54 Princeton university > 13.537 H.036 15.185 14.485 17,410 19,410 21,492 23!eBt 

5$ UNIVERSITY OF CONNICTICUT §,495 9,488 10,547 12,922 15.072 19.011 19,171 22 196 



54 CARNFGIE-HFLLON UNIV 7,097 10,014 10,741 13,449 13,973 14,56? 22,08? 

57 COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 13,568 14.110 17.003 18.990 21,019 21,429 22.262 

51 UNIV OF HANAlI-mNOA 15.448 15,029 16.512 19.200 1?.*<& 23,943 23,497 

. >5* UNIV 01 CAL IRVINE 8,409 6,920 9,574 10.33Q 11,9?? 13,847 18,405 

4&-40 ^HIV Of MD SALT PROf SCH 10.143 11,925 13.121 15.312 14,592 16,374 ,17.166 

Td^AL 1ST 40 INSTITUTIONS 1.171.633 1,547.981 1. 489. 581 1,929.915 2.357.232 2.720,907 2.917,514 3.145,348 



21,487^ 
20,429 
20,414 
20.414 



41 ROCKEFELLER UNIVERSITY 10,914 12.065 

4? U TENNESSEE KNOXVULE 6,093 6,474 

43 CUNY HI SINAI SCH Of MED 13.427 15.507 

44. SUNY Al STONY BROOK 4,694 7.671 

45 LOUISIANA STATE UNI V 7.960 7,960 

46 UNIVERSITY Of NEH MEXICO 6.492 9,330 

47 UNIVERSITY Of CINCINNATI 9.317 6.718 
45 RUTGERS THE ST UNIV Of NJ 9.415 9,999 
49 UNIV Of 7 E * CANCER CENTER 10,033 14.6B1 
70 tMORY UNIVERSITY 9.7?4 12,067 



12,694 
11 .636 
15.613 
9,749 
B.565 



11.265 
11,629 
9. OB? 
15.622 
13,750 



15,371 
13,375 
16,707 
11,646 
10.085 

14.196 
9.657 
10.272 
17.060 
12.257 



17.473 
18.545 
18,668 
12.651 
13.686 

18.440 
13, 430 
13,69> 
21 .213 
12.921 



17,163 
16,729 
21.131 
14.617 
14,719 

20. 140 
16.635 
14.638 
H.467 
14.304 



19.686 
20,710 
21 .799 
18.449 
19.214 

17,95? 
19.486 
16.316 
20,345 
16,02B 



19.952 
19.933 
19.674 
19,60? 
19.005 

18.976 
IE. 766 
16.01] 
17.789 
17.374 



TOTAL 1ST 70 INSTITUTIONS 1.566.304 1,674,673 1,609.386 2,060.543 2,516,356 2.690,650 3.107.501 3,354.630 



71 UNIVERSITY Of KANSAS 10.234 

. 72 UNIVERSITY Of GEORGIA 7,327 

f73 N C STATE UNI V Al RALEIGH 7.725 

,74 VIRGINIA COHMDNWw TH UNIV 3*267 

{■75 VA POLYIECH 1NS1 A ST U A/&91 

76 SUNY AT BUFFALO . 9.348 

'77 BROWS UNIVERSITY / 7.527 

76 TUF1S UNIVERSITY f .4,097 

79 UTAH SU1E UNIVERSITY 8.464 

•0 UNJ\ Of MASS AT AH/HER ST 7.539 



1P.743 
9.527 
6.363 
5.720 
7,636 

11.144 
6.086 
6,524 
7.63fc 
6,190 



12.365 
9,328 
6.50) 
7.296 
6.349 

12.432 
9 ,764 
5.797 
8,135 
6.202 



14.473 
10,76? 
11.466 
' 9.415 
9,966 

1?,468 
9. 988 
6.749 
7,187 

10,018 



16,227 
14.258 
11.606 
11.368 
14.507 

13,208 
11,789 
7.742 
6,015 
10,975 



16.973 
14.116 
15.696 
14 ,339 
16,204 

14,576 
13.168 
9,799 
10,985 
12,268 



21,603 
17,056 
??.37B 
15,605 
16.623 

18.478 
15.661 
9,853 
9.80? 
14.415 



17.205 
17.045 
16.75E 
16.713' 
16.449 

16.224 
16 ,020 
15.44? 
15.41? 
15.131 



TOTAL 1ST 60 INSTITUTIONS 1.442,423 1.756.644 1.899.557 2.143,077 2,636,051 3.031.344 3,249,400 3,517,229 



tl UNIVERSITY Or DAVTOK 

•2 TEMPif UNIVERSITY 

•3 CEORGf HASHlNCTO* UNIV 

64 UN] V Of MISSOURI COlUHBIA 

65 U TlX MLTH SCI CTR S ANT#7 

4fc*6 U TCX Hi TH SCI CTR HOUSTN 
•7 UNIVERSITY Of NOTRE DAHE 

<4yt UNIV Of ILL HED CI P CHGO 
• 9 HASH1N&T0N SI AT E UNIV 
90 UNIVERSITY Of KENTUCKY 



5.497 
10.314 
9.53? 
6.959 
2,720 



,247 
,15? 
,464 

,763 
,585 



6,306 
1C.2B5 
10.511 
9.42t 
3.012 

2.76? 

3,625 
4.750 
6.049 
7,977 



ft ,t>43 
1?,090 
9 ,439 
9.784 
4.692 

6.711 
4.585 
5.413 
4.4 36 
8.7£7 



10,490 
12 ,43< 
13.51? 
12.519 
5. 781 

5,564 
5.390 
7.434, 
7 .670 
10.210 



12,222 
12.559 
13.028 
13.476 
7.364 

6.748 
5.534 
7.924 
6.959 
12,067 



14,795 
12,651 
15.314 
16 ,50E 
9.566 

12,422 
6.767 
10,685 
10.154 
13.421 



15.314 
15.366 
13.60E 
16.467 
1) .153 

11.282 
7,250 
12.017 
13.16? 
13.9E7 



15.049 
14.676 
44.503 
14.477 
13.314 

12.987 
1?.970 
12.931 
12.896 
12.675 



TOTAL 1ST 90 INSTITUTIONS 1,708,096 1,623.567 1.974.507 2.254,701 2.740,172 3,153.667 3.J99.003 3.453.909 



91 UNIV Of CAL SANU BARBARA 3,467 4,537 4,624 

9? MiYNE STATE UNIVERSITY 5.445 ft', 274 7.426 

93 UNIV OF VT i SI-,AGRIC COL 6.147 9.323 6.234 

94 NEK MEXICO SI ATT UNIV 4,7*4-- 6.994 10.433 

95 UNIV Of RHODE ISLANO 5,295 4,855 4,156 

94 COL Of MED t DENT Of N J 4,»47\ 4.630 5.744 

97 UNJV Of- NEBRASKA-LINCOLN 5,583 5.051 5,505 

96 SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY 4.643 5.645 5,211 
99 UNIV OF ALASKA FAIRBANKS N/A N/A N/A 

IOC DARTMOUTH COLLEGE 5.210 4.905 5.725 



72B 
34? 
574 



1?.?66 
9,415 



6.37? 
10.495 
12.059 
16,240 

6,445 



6.764 
12.199 
11 .869 
11 .27? 
11.917 



4,347 
6.379 
4 .336 

N/A 
6.563 



456 
?BB 
474 



OBI 
599 



20,144 
7.225 



10,190 
IB. 768 
6.875 



10,94* 
U.92< 
12.035 
10.4SI 
12.970 

6.970 
6.655 
10, 2B7 
17.901 
9.941 



12.668 

1?,58? 
11,950 
11.759 
11.315 

11.115 
11.106 
10,689 
10,679 
10.595 



TOTAL 1ST 100 INSTITUTIONS 1,755.544 1.676.185 2.035,965 2,328.655 2.643.594 3.265.421 3.513.125 3.748.339 

\l DOES NOT INCLUDE RID OBLIGATIONS TO UNI VERSITY-ASSOCI AT FD 

FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (FFRDC'S). 
SEE TABLES 6-46 AND 8-48. 

2/ SEE FOOTNOTE REFERENCE 1 AT END Of TABLE 6-1. < 
BOTE: DAT A FOR EACH YEAR REFLECT SUPP0R1 FROM THE AGENCIES INCLUDED IN THI SURVEY SYSTEM FOR THAT YEAR. 
SOURCE: BAT UMAX SCIENCE FCVHDATIOa 
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Table 9 

SUMMARY OF NIH EXTRAMURAL AWARDS TO PUBLIC MEDICAL SCHOOLS 

BY RANK OF INSTITUTION AND ACTIVITY 
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1982 



RANK 
1 . 
2 
3 
4 

*5 
*6 

7 

*B 

9 

<*10 

ir 

13 

14 
#15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
*20 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

54 



INSTITUTION 

University of California, San Francisco 
University of. Washington 
University of California, Los Angeles 
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis 
University of Michigan 
University of California, San Diego 
University of Texas, Southwestern 
< University of North Carolina 
University of Iowa 
University of Wisconsin 
University of Alabama 
UNIVERSITY OF MAEYLALLD. 
University of Colorado 
University of Utah 
University of Virginia 
University of Texas, San Antonio 
University of Cincinnati 
Medical College of Virginia of VCU 
University of Arizona 
University of Illinois T 
University of Texas, Houston \ 
University of Connecticut 
Indiana University 
University of Texas, Galveston 
University of Florida 
University of Vermont 

Louisiana State University, New Orleans 
University of Oregon 

SUNY Stony Brook Health Science Center 
University of Tennessee 
Pennsylvania State University 
Ohio State University 
SUNY Buffalo 

University of Massachusset t 5 



t 



TOTAL 


AWARDS 


NUMBER. 


AMOUNT 


439 


$55,746,756 


332 


43,556,595 


311 


34,920,744 


258 


28,948,310 


232 


28,948,310; 


233 


# 25,659,613 


218 


25,015,325 


,227 


24,723,614 


208 


24,297,998 


185 


24,269,052 


166 


23,997,717 


116 


18,996,932 


185 


17,835,925 


122 


16,338,283 


168 


14,383,620 


144 


14,343,687 


105 


13,590,701 


139 


13,375,263 


92 , 


12,422,855 


120 


11,259,675 


124 


9,888,867 


111 


9,815,213 


94' 


9,528,922 


122 


9,459,536 


116 


9,425,063 , 


70 


,97095,587 


70 


9,055,776~ 


76 


8,405,910 


93 


8,004,408 


-84 


7,911,937 


85 


7,821,256 


64 


7,670,474 


76 


7,630, 110 


68 


7,032,326 
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Table y (continued) 



35 


Wayne State University 


76 


6,875, 


7 79 


36 


University of New Mexico 


50 


6,710, 


024 


37 


SUNY Downstate Medical Center 


72 


6,654, 


879 




University of California, Davis 


75 


6,477, 


804 


39 


Medical University of South Carolina 


78 


6,425, 


480 


40 


University of California, Irvine 




5 , 796 i 


805 


41 


University of Kansas 


75 


5,244, 


827 


42 


Upiv. of Med. 6 Dent, of NJ, Newark 


55 


5, 154 , 


160 


43 


Medical College of Georgia 


49 . 


5,045, 


360 


44 


Univ. of Med. 6 Dent, of NJ , Rutgers 


44 


4,868, 


377 


45 


SUNY Upstate Medical Center 


60 


4,679, 


014 


46 


University 6f Mississippi 


40 


4,503, 


376 


47 - 


University of Missouri, Columbia 


58 


4,401, 


96h 


48 


University of Kentucky 


54 


4,384, 


449 


49 


University of Nebraska 


37 


3 ,756 


829 




Michigan State University 


45 


3 ,628 


,718 


51 


Medical College of Ohio at Toledo 


36 


3,181 


,699 


52 


University of South Alabama 


43 


3,070 


697 


53 


University of Oklahoma 


40 


2,642 


,219 


54 


University of Puerto Rico 


17 


2,327 


,428 


55 


University of Louisville 


33 


2,225 


,269 


56 


University of South Florida 


34 


1,938 


,749 


57 


West Virginia University 


30 


1,912 


,375 


58 


University of Arkansas 


33 


1,895 


,716 


' 59 


University of HI John A. Burns School of Medicine 


19 


1,783 


,796 


60 


Texas Tech University 


25 


1,304 


,140 


61 


U. S. Uniformed Services University 


31 


1,288 


,514 


• 62 


Wright State University 


8 ' 


990 


,521 


63 


University of South Carolina 


14 


957 


,360 




Texas A 6 M University 


19 


916 


,290 


65 


Louisiana State University, Shreveport 


15 


666 


,993 


66 


East Carolina University 


11 


568 


,584 


67 


Marshal 1 Univers ity 


8 


519 


,276 


68 


r Southern Illinois University 


11 


512 


,346 


69 


University of Nevada 


10 


479 


,886 


70 


University of North Dakota 


8 


477 


,158 


71 


University of South Dakota 


8 


249 


,512 


72 


East Tennessee State University jo 


v 3 


183 


,887 



♦Peer Institution SOURCE: National Institutes of Health 
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the area of faculty quality and achievements have been used to rank programs by 
many individuals reporting the findings of this study • While it is important to 
acknowledge the limitations of reputational surveys, the results can be used as 
an indicator of relative standing. Table 10 provides an overall ranking of 
faculty quality for the Univesity of Maryland-College Park and peers with rated 
programs. In this analysis, College Park ranks 10th among 16 peers. Because 
each campus is rated on a different number of graduate programs, it is also 
useful to compare College, Park to peer institutions for each program offered at 
College Park. Tables 11-15 show the standardized scores and the rank order of 
rated programs. As can be seen in these tables, College Park faculty ranked/ 
high in Mathematics, Physics, Electrical Engineering and Economics, and compared 
favorably with rated peers in most disciplines. While these ratings are limited 
to faculty involved in research doctorate programs, it suggests that the quality 
of Maryland facultyfis competitive with faculty at peer institutions. 

Administrators 

The administrative structure of universities varies considerably from 
institution to institution, making comparisons somewhat difficult. However, 
there is no question that highly competent administrators are an essential 
component of a high quality institution. As is the case with faculty, the 
institution must offer competitive salaries in order £o attract and retain the 
best qualified individuals in administrative positions. 

In the area of administrative salaries, the University of Maryland appears 
to lag somewhat behind its peers. The SBHE staff was unable to obtain 
administrative salaries for individual peer institutions because of concerns 
about releasing the salaries of readily identifiable individuals. Consequently, 
the staff requested that the College and University Personnel Association 
prepare a special tabulation using information reported by peer institutions in 
its annual survey. All but three campuses from the peer gi^p had participated 

J 
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Table 10 

1 Research Council Study of Doctoral Granting Institutions 



University of Maryland - College Park 



Rank Ordering with Peer Institutions 
(Average of All Ranked Disciplines) 



Categofy: Faculty Quality 



Rank Institution 

1 Berkeley 

2 Ann Arbor 

3 Madison 

4 Urbana 

5 Austin 

6 San Diego • 

7 UNC Chapel Hill 

8 Davis 

9 U of Virginia 
10 College Park 

H U of 111 Chi Cir 

12 Michigan State 

13 VPI 

14 NC State 

15 Texas A&M 

16 Milwaukee 





Number 




of 


Score 


Disciplii 


66.7 


37 


61.6 


30 


60.5 


34 


60.5 


30 


58.3 


30 


57.2 


23 


56.1 


29 


53.5 


26 


52.6 


26 


51.4 


25 


50.6 


9 


50.5 


28 


49.3 


16 


47.7 


18 


45.9 


18 


44.1 


11 



Mote- The faculty quality rankings were obtained from 
l),n National Academy of Sciences data by sorting the 
Computer file into descending order on the faculty 
ranking raw score within discipline and counting the 
position from the first program listed. 



Table 11 

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of 
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement 
University of Maryland and Peers 

PHYSICAL SCIENCES AND MATHEMATICS 

•v 

Computer 





Chemistry 


Science 


Mathematics 


Physics 


Statistics 




S 


R 


S 


R 


S 


R 


S 


R 


S 


R 


University of California 












l 










Berkeley 


74 


1 


70 


1 


72 


1 


72 


1 


72 


1 


Davis 


55 


10 






46 


13 


48 - 


13 






San Diego 


ftp 


c 

_> 




7 

i 


^7 


6 


65 


-i 

j 






University of Illinois 










'63 




67 








Urbana-Champaign 


69 


2 


63 


2 


4 


2 


57 


4 


University Center 




1 Ji 








0 

o 


lili 


1 c; 






Health Science 






















University of Michigan 














60 








Ann Ar6or 


58 


9 






64 


3 


7 


53 


5 


Dearborn 






















Flint 






















Michigan State 


60 


8 


39 


9 


50 


11 


56 


8 


53 


5 


U. of North Carolina 


















63 




Chapel Hill 


62 


5 


52 


6 


53 


9 


53 


9 


3 


North Carolina State 


45 


15 






44 


14 


45 


14 


53 


5- 

/ 


University of Texas 










56 




62 






I 


Austin ■ j 


63 


4 


57 


3 


7 


4 




t 


Health Science-Houston 










* 




43 


16 


46 


10 


v|Texas A&M 


61 


7 


35 


10 






50 


12 


53 


5 


University of Virginia 


52 


12 


42' 


8 


53 s 


/ 9 


53 


9 






VPI 


48 


13 






47 


12 


52 


11 


51 


9 


University of Wisconsin 


















66 




Madison 


69 


2 


57 


3 


. 65 


2 


61 


5 


2 


Milwaukee 


43 


16 






40 


15 


42 


17 






University of Maryland 














61 








College Park 


54 


11 


56 


5 


58 


5 


5 


37 


11 



TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 16 10 15 17 11 

r 

S = Standarized Score 
R = Rank 

Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research 
Doctoral Programs 
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Table 12 



Standardized Scores and Rank Order of 
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement 
University of Maryland and Peers 



ENGINEERING 

Chemical Civil Electrical Mechanical 

Engineering Engineering Engineering Engineering 



R 



R 



R 



R 



University of California 



Berkeley 


71 


2 


75 


1 


75 


- 1 


73. 


- 1 


Davis 






55 


7 < 




10 


53 


6 


San Diego 










58 


5 






University of Illinois 


















Urbana-Champaign 


64 


3 


72 




73 


2 




3 


University Center 










45 


12 


50 


9 


Health Science 


















University of Michigan 




• 














Ann Arbor 


57 




61 


4 


64 


3 


65 


2 


Dearborn 


















Flint 


















Michigan State 


42 


10 


47 


10 


50 


o 
0 


49 




U. of North Carolina 


















Chapel Hill;- 


















North Carolina otate 




D 




Q 
0 




I u 




D 


University of Texas 


















Austin 


61 


!»• 


67 


3 


60 


4 


57 


5 


Health Science-Houston 


















Texas A&M 


48 


7 


56 


6 


45 


12 


46 


13 


University of Virginia 


48 


•7 


47 


10 


45 


12 


49 


10 


vpi 








9 


50 


8 


53 


6 


University of Wisconsin 






V 












Madison 


72 




\59 


5 


56 


7 


60 


4 


Milwaukee 


















University of Maryland 


















College Park 


47 


9 


46 


12 


58 


5 


49 


10 



TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 



10 



12 



14 



13 



S = Standarized Score 
R = Rank 

Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research 
Doctoral Programs 
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» ' Table 13 / 

• Standardized Scores and Rank Order of 
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement ' 
University of Maryland ,and Peers 

• SOCIAL SCIENCES 

■ Political 

; Economics- Geography History Science Psych Sociology 
S R p S R S R S R S R S R 

University of California 
Berkeley ' . 
Davis 
San Diego 

University of" Illinois 
Urbana-Champaign 
University Center 
Health Science 

University of Michigan 

Ann Arbor 
' Dearborn 

Flint \ , 

Michigan State 

* U. of North Carolina 
Chapel Hill 
North Carolina State 

University of Texas 
Austin 

Health Science-Houston 
Texas A&M 

University of Virginia 
VPI 

University of Wisconsin 
Madison 
Milwaukee 

University of Maryland 
College Park 

-TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 15 11 . 12 12 15 14 

<! . " 

S = Standarized Score 
R = Rank 

Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research 
Doctoral Programs ) 



65 


1 


66 


1 


71 


1 


71 


1 


69 


2 


69 


2 


53 


11 


45 




53 


10 


47 


11 


48 


12 


52 


9 


58 


4 




1 

1 


56 


7 


53 


7 


66 


4 


58 


7 


54 


9< 


58 


3 


56 


7 


57 


5 


67 


3 


60 


,5 










53 


10 






53 


11 


51 


12 


63 


3 


52 


5 


68 


2 


70 


2 


70 


1 


69 , 


2 


55 


7 


• 

51 


6 


49 


12 


52 


8 


56_j 9 


53 


8 


54 


9 


49 


7 


62 


4 


60 


4 


62 


" 7. 


67 


4 


47 


14 














42 


15 


*^0 


1 ii 

1 4 


49 


13 


48 


8 


59 


6 


54 


6 


63 


6 


60 


, 5 


52 


12 


44 


11 






s 












56 


6 






60 


5 


52 


8 


58 


8 


52 


9 


55 


7 














47 


13 


41 


13 


65 


1 


66 


1 


65 


3 


66 


3 


64 


5 


70 


1 


43 


15 


53 


4 






46 


12 


44 


14 






58 


4 


45 


9 


54 


9 


51 


10 


54 


10 


52 


9 
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Table 14 



Standardized Scores and Rank Order of 
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement 
University, of Maryland and Peers 

HUMANITIES 



Art History English French Music Spanish 
S R S R S R S R * S R 



University of California 

Berkeley 64 1 71 1 61 2 67 1 67 2 

Davis ' * 51 12 53 7 47 10 

San Diego 56 8 41 8 62 5 

University of Illinois v. 

Urbana-Chafnpaign 58 7 60 4 63 v 59' 6 

University Center 
Health Science 

University of Michigan \ 

\ Ann Arbor , 58 2 61 3 61 2 62 3 65 3 

Dearborn 
Flint 

Michigan State t 54 10 '46 9 40 9 45 11 

U. of North Carolina 

Chapel Hill 53,,. 3 60 4 54 6 60 4 55 7 

. North Caroling State 

University of Texas 

Austin 45 6 59 6 53 7 5 69 1 

Health Science-Houston 
Texas A&M 42 13 

University of Virginia 50 4 70 2 62 1 53 8 

VPI 

University of Wisconsin 

Madison 41 7 60 4 56 5 48 6 63 4 

Milwaukee \ 52 11 

University of Maryland 

College Park 49 5 56 8 43 10 48 6 53 8 

TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 7 13 10 9 11 



S = Standarized Score 
R * Rank 

Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research 
Doctoral Programs 
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Table 15 



Standardized Scores and Rank Order of 
.Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and' Achievement 
v University of Maryland and Peers , & 

1 ^BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 



■\ • 


Biochemistry 
S R 


Microbi6logy * 
S R 


Botony 
S R 


Zoology 

0 n 


University of California 
Berkeley 
Davis 
San Diego 


71 

0 l 

66 


1 

0 

3 


58 

04 

68 


7 

Q 

J 

1 


65 
00 


1 

1 


70 1 

58 4 


University of Illinois 
Urbana-Champaign 
University Center 
Health Science 


o2 


h 

4 


OO 


C 

0 




\ 


t? 


University of Michigan 

Ann Arbor 

Dearborn 

Flint 
Michigan State 


62 
57 


7 


62 
57 


5 

Q 
0 


64 

60 


t 

1 4 

0 


53 7 


U. of North Carolina 
Chapel Hill 
North Carolina State 


56 
45 


8^ 
12 


60 

149 


6 

1 4 


58 
59 


Q 
0 


58 4 
47 9 


University of Texas 
Austin 

Health Science-Houston 
Texas A&M 


54 
53 

45 


10 
1 1 
12 


56 
53 
31 


9 

12 

16 


68 
45 


1 

11 


65 3 
38 11 


University of Virginia 
VPI 


55 
41 


9 

16 


56 - 
54 


9 
11 


45 


11 


51 8 


University of Wisconsin 
Madison 
Milwaukee 


71 


1 


62 


14 


614 
38 


4 

13 


66 2 
40 10 


University of Maryland 
College Park 
Baltimore City 


42 
45 


15 
12 


52 
41 


13 
15 


47 


10 


56 . 6 


TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 4 




16 


16 






13 


11 


S = Standarized Score 
R = Rank 

Source: Conference Board 


of Associated Research Councils 


Study of 


Research 



Doctoral Programs 
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in the Fall 1982 survey. The three not included were University of California- 
J)avis, North Carolina State University, and University of Texas-Health Science 
Center at Houston. Table 1^> compares average salaries for twenty-three 
administrative positions at the University of Maryland with median salaries at 
the peer institutions J&fi at a larger sample of public universities enrolling 
20,000 &r more student As can be seen from this table, administrative 
salaries at the University of Maryland are consistently and substantially below 
medians for the peer group and the larger group of public universities. 

Academic Programs 

The array of academic programs offered by an institution provides the most 
straightforward ' evidence of the range, of instructional opportunities the 
institution is providing to .its students. Tables 17, 18, and 19 show the 
distribution of degrees awarded by tfce University of Maryland compared to peers 
at the bachelors, masters, and doctoral level. Because of the diversity in 
program titles and options, the program classification used for this comparison 
is the HEGIS ta^nomy ' by MH?s. A new • omy is h-*^ ' lplemented and 
should be fully i >lac r J. ^ 982 in is were given 

the option of using the new or ^ Die taxo;. reporting de 0 .-eea awarded. 

Among the University of Maryand and its peers, only institutions in Michigan and 
Virginia used the new taxonomy, so the comparisons are based on the old taxonomy 
with data from those two states excluded . 

At the bachelor's degree level, the distribution of degrees awarded by 
program area at the University of Maryland is similar to that of the peer group 
as a whole. The areas which show the greatest differences are Engineering, 
where the Unfversity of Maryand awards a^smaller proportion o< its total degrees 
than do peers and Health Professions, * where the University awards a higher 
proportion of its degrees than do peers. When comparisons are made to 
individual peer stated, there is greater variation, but the largest differences 
in most cases are situations unia-e to the individ item or example, the 

University of California -wa: a much highe. p. opor jl degrees in 

28 



Table. 16 



01 Chief Executive (Multi-Campus 'System) 

02 Chief Executive (Single-Campus System) 

03 Executive Vice President 
04' Chief Academic Affairs 

05 Chief Business Affairs 

06 Chief Student Affairs 

07 Chief Development 

08 Chief Public Relations 
10 Chief Personnel 

12 Chief Budget 

13 Director Legal Services 

14 Registrar' 

17 Director Libraries 

18 Sector Computer Center 

20 Director Institutional Research 

22 Administrator Grants and Contracts 

23 Director of Affirmative Action 
25 Controller 

29 Chief Physical Plant 

30 Director of Purchasing 

.32 Director of Campus Secutiry 

36 ■ Director of Admissions ^ 

39 Director of Financial Aid 

I 



Comparative Administrative Salaries 
by CUPA Position Title ' 

University of Maryland and Peers 
* 1982 J 33 



, Average Salary Median Salary 2 r 1 
by, Position k by Position Percent 
University of Maryland Designated Peers Difference 



S80 



Median Salary > * 

by Position 4 i 1 

Public Universities Percent 

Enrolling 20,000-*- Difference 



,358 


$84/347 


< 5.0% 


580,358 


.0* 


,460 


80,000 


, 14.0 


76,000^ 


_ 8,3 






,575 






65,174 


[10,2) 


,779 


73,000 


31.6 


69,480 


25*3 


,251 


65,750 


23.5 


61,800 


16. r 


,099 


55,472 


15.3 


57,000 


18.5 


^8 


55,000 


32.6 


52,760 


27.2 


,075 


43,200 


26.8 


45', 000 


32.1 


,718 


45,600 


9.3 


43,800 


5.0 


,044 


46,400 


n, ] 


AC CACi 

i 

\ 4 




,400 


51,558 


18.8 


52,500 


{ 21 -° 


,435... 


4 2, 998 


18.0 


40,100 


V 10.1 


,351 4 


56,400 


30.1 


54,000 


24.6 


,817 


50,000 




51', 400 




,941 


35,500 


'7.8 


38,04^1 


15.5 


,995 


37,400 


6.9/ 


44,976 


28,5 


,453 


32,800 


1.1 


36,500 ' 


12.5 


,905 


52,400 


22.1 


48,800 


" 13.7 


,475 


50 , 000 


12.4 


■ 11 47,050 


5.R 4 












,764 


36,100 


13.7 


37,296 


17.4 


,623 


19,120 


18.0 


39,264 


1.1.4 


,608 


39,690 


29.7 


17,900 


2j.8 


.717 


36,175 


21.7 


♦ 37,500 


26.2 




/ 




i 
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*Mean salary data for all campuses have been used to avoid reporting individual salaries. Data are not available to calculate mean salaries for peer 
institutions or CUPA groupings. 



SOURCE: College and University Personnel Association 
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Table IB 

Master's l^nm tmiM UHl-fl: 



I'l'ii'i'iit by iMscH'lino 



1,1 l [Ml II. il IV, 

* ; ,f- 1 • '■' ' ii '• Mi-] N . 1 i 'nin^ii! ,' 



■1 u 



4 .« 'I 



i r 



• 1< il 



I ll f I'l ') I '!■ Ij'l ! [l.ll y 



'I I 

1 ! 

'I I 

-1 I 



i •; 



M i 



1 ■ MM. I*. ^.||rn „.l I V] .dm: I m, Il 
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13 



Table 19 



/ 

!*m ti'iatt' h^iew/Aw.inlt'il r : )ni-n; 



li-r 'Cfit by Just'ijilini.) 



'inl^rsny 
n! 



Nurth 



M.uyl.wni' , Aill'^is '.ilifnrnia llUin'is Mi-'U'ian '"dinlm 'lesns Vir-jini.i' Wisconsin 



. Al f,lM- t ,u« .lii.l I" 

■• /nVr-wA >' 1. :,n 
/ 



il 1 I h 1.1 11 
.Ml. .jik-./.i] 



I 1 



1 ) 



I 1 



■J ■! 



1 



, ! 1 I." i'i ! A| , , I. . 

I ! r ['Ml:, ! in pM if 1 ., 
! lie ilfl] : t.i!r-i:,l"r, 
! ! ill .!!.»■ ; 1 'iii 'In ] 

II !..iv 

i iiMt^n; 

i 1 !.it»r try .■■ \'-;v v 

! ' Mi* li'-iM' I- 

1 i ; ■■f.y.i ,il ic,. 

i. ' ! sy ■ 1 ■ ■ j y 

. : iNhi 1 a: .. .... 

.'. I.t) .< In.. r. t 

1 I Ii.'r, hi, 1 1 ■ 1 1 j . 1 . 

1 r U; WY.Yt\- 



},\ 



,^.|fM.', II! Hi-, i . .1 i*. ■ 1 . 1 ■ , "I IV • , ',[,' 1, ] H| mJ 1 ' 1 fi 1 I 1, I'll'.. 
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^Biological Sciences and Social Sciences than the University of Maryland and a 

much' 16wer percentage in Education and Business. These difference in California 

hold^ When compared. 'to other peer systems as well. Texas is higher than all the 

other- systems in the area of Business. Texas and Illinois award a high 

proportion of total bachelor's degrees in Engineering. These differences 

re^Lect to a large extent differences in ourricud-ar ^emphases at different 

institutions. On the whole, however, -the similarities' between the University of 

Maryland and' the peers are greater .^han the 1 differences at the bachelor's level. 

Greater variations in degrees . awarded by discipline are to be expected at 

the graduate level. becduae fewer degrees 'are awarded, a relatively small 

nuiD'.ei wi Jc^i ooo v.u,. wtmi^e /a percentage substantially* Instltuti una cilor, tend 

en 1 1 ale rcjojfuea more and emphasize a more limited numbci of u^rdmo at 

th^ ^radviate level. Comparisons of Individual institutions wouu oh^w more 

diversity than is apparent in reviewing, consolidated groupings. 
J 

At the master's level Maryland awards degrees in. a generally similar 
pattern to peers. The largest differences are in the field of : Education and 
Public Affairs*and Service, where the University awarded a significantly higher 
proportion of ^clegrees than peers, and Engineering and Business, where the 
University awarded a lower pi-opor-L l un itiau did peers. 

At Lhtp d^Ui al level ^reatct vdi laLlwii la observed between the University 

i 

and its -peers U.n J >,f Ju^Lwi al = <*^ awai Jed at the LJnlvci ally of 

Mary and are in ii.fi Meld ^* ed»..:ai.^n n»»a is a much higher pi upurUon than 
any peers. 1 he University awards fewer degrees proportionately than peer3 in 
the areas of Biological and Physical Sciences and Engineering. 



Libraries 

A critical resource for the support of academic programs is the library. A 
university cannot compete with the top institutions in the country with 
inadequate library resources. 

i 

Table 20 displays information on the libraries at the University of 

f * 
Maryland and at its designated peer campuses for whom, information was published 

by the Association of Research Libraries. Table 21 displays library data per 

-full-time equivalent student 30 that? meaningful comparisons can be made*. 

The ouc 1 a t ipn ul Hesearoh Libraries has developed a Composite ranking ol 

Uic 1 JLi qi lea .jl institutions tiighci cJu^al l^u tNat aaol^iis vailuUS weights 

U \/o j niflci) h.ivl v^IUujcj uJJ^l , jpcn J 1 Hg I^i ma I cl ldia dnJ aaldi Icj and the 

nutlet* ull n cut JCi ialo In tlic J Ibi ai y J Jc.LJum, latic <dU alou G lvco t tie 

Ahl 1 auk lui t... llb 1Ql lc^ ihe University ul Mainland at Cullcge Pack's 

libiary was ranked ^1 by AHL , while the library at the University of California 
at Berkeley was rated second. Three other libraries at campuses of the 
designated peers were ranked in the top ten. t 

When the data per student are examined, the University of Maryland at 
oollege raik LApduJcJ $d I / per lull time cqiii tfdlent Student { I 1 L*D ; while the 
ycvi i». J I 1 t u I 1 K ,na CA|;CuJcd $ jD I pel' ^ 1 t^J fox the Library. ? OP aaldl'lca of 

111,, . * y <,tu i . 1 - j ^ \ i , ^ v i Mullml 1 . o i.a, 011J...J .ft^U^ t > 01 al . ioi.l „t.l it: L/jlivK" 

' 4 

t'j»i, e fit. ,JuJ i.J 4> 1 .,1 iJoi.l . n^ t >ooi hul ltutJ no sjw the aVeia<v- 

aide.] four, vol .me 3 , 6i 1 i.eac data, o.. 1 i,6 wi.ulc, Indicate t liat In *ery category 

the University of Maryland w^a at a I. .vol about naif of it:.i pe c r3. 




TABLE 20 

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND ITS DESIGNATED PEERS 
LIBRARIES * 
1981-1982 





VOLUMES 






SPENDING 


SPENDING 


TOTAL 






IN 


VOLUMES 


CURRENT 


FOR 


FOR 


HEGIS 


ARL* 




LIBRARY 


ADDED 


SERIALS 


MATERIALS 


SALARIFS ( 


i'YPENDTTIIRFS 


RANIf 


CALIFORNIA* 
















BERKELEY 


6 117 4 P U ' 


18Q 6S1 

I U7 , u 7 I 


ID? 2fiS 


. ifiQ ?6n 

1 U 7 , c u u 


11 fi7n RiJS 


1Q fill 116 
ty ,03 1 , 1 iu 


O 

C 1 


DAVIS 


1 7Si ?n 


1 71 668 


4S ?D7 
M7 , C\) \ 


■X nn? 6Q7 


ij Q ii A 1 

M , 7 MU , M J 


IU , O fU f jM f 




SAN DIEGO 




lift ?7n 

MU |L|U 


71 QHli 

,7^M 


c , cMU , MMd 


ll 9Ah 

H , cOM , 1 j j 




[11 


SUBTOTAL, CALIFUKNIA 


9.178 512 


x 309 589 


* 175 176 


7 , TCU 1 J7 7 


20 880 811 


JU , 7U 1 , IMU 




ILLINOIS: 








URBANA-CHAMf AI(JN 


b 24<± o h 




9-i 91 1 


4 019 841 


6 666 s 17 


1 1 68S 4Q8 

1 1 r UU7 , m 7 u 


q 

7 • 


SUBTOTAL,' ILLINOIS 


6 242 615 


1S1 4Q0 


7 J , 7 1 J 


4 01 Q 841 


6 666 S 17 


11 68s 4Q8 

I I , UU7 , m 7U 




MICHIGAN: 
















ANN ARBOR 




lo*),4b2 


oo,688 


3 677 902 


7 516 1S7 


n ^92 820 


8 


MICHIGAN SI Alt, 


2 80f 156 


92 929 


20 101 


2 296 850 


1 917 646 


6 12S 974 

u , I C7 , 7 1 ~ 


15. 


SUBTOTAL, MICHiuAu 


8 288 328 


1 98 411 


80 989 


5 974 752 


11 413 801 


iQ 418 794 

1 7 , " 1 u , 1 7~ 




NORTH CAROLINA: 
















UNC - CHAPEL Hill 

\J 11 W VI I'll LJLj 1 1 1 Lik. 


£_ u j 7 wjo 


1 1 f ( WJJ 


JJ , 77 J 


■( S7(l uuD 
j ( J<-v , 7;^ 




I U f ^_UM I U 7 


16 

I U • 


SIIRTOTAI N fAROi 

JUL) 1 v 1 rtL ^ 11 . UflHUL llirt 




1 1 7 fiSQ 
Ml, U J7 








1 0 , c:04 f J O7 




TEXAS: 
















A AND M 

n nil ii 


1 , 4 u J , J 1 J 


Us s>U < 
4 J , £7 3 






c , UU7 , jU 1 


7 ,770 , OUO 


J7 • 


U T - AUSTIN 


• , UMU , f UM 


1 U il All? 

1 MM > UM c 


UU ( uuu 


u f\hi ohi 

M , OM f , UM f 


7 Rfl7 9 Oil 


m 370 £m 
10, 3/ ^ , d 13 


7 
f • 


SIIRTOTAI TFxAS 


A O^fi Oil 




7£ 093 


A A^n Aon 


in 10A coc 
10, 190 } DyD 


1A 001 nR 1 
10 , i j 1 ,00 1 




VIRGINIA* V 
















U. OF VIRGINIA 


2,466,753 


75,163 


25,003 


2,693,004 


4,415,944 


8,682,418 


23. 


VPI 


1,331,979 


49,364 


21,635 


2,117,884 


2,605,973 


6,570,122 


57. 


SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA 


3,801,732 


124,527 


46,638 


4,810,888 


7,021,917 


15,252,540 




WISCONSIN: 
















MADISON 


4,184,038 


104, 191 


53 836 


3.352.060 


6,815,220 


12,289,341 


12. 


SUBTOTAL, W15CuN^IN» 


4,184,038 


104,191 


53,836 


3,352,060 


6,815,220 


12,289,341 




PEER TOTAL 




i. '95^ 


50^,508 


37,929,550 


07,960,165 124,168,505 


1 


UNIVERSITY ut MAitli ntw. 














COLLEGE PARK 


1/jio 








3,951,040 


0,7^,941 


41. 



1 ASSOClAilUN wt- HboLAitwii k ibhAHlEi 
SOURCE : A.R.L." 
0 



TABLE 21 

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND DESIGNATED PEERS 
LIBRARY DATA PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENT 



VOLU 1 SS 

It: 

LIBRARY 



VOLUMES 
ADDED 



CURRENT 
SERIALS 



SPENDING 

FOR 
MATERIALS 



SPENDING 

FOR 
SALARIES 



TOTAL 
IIEGIS 
EXPENDITURES 











f 




















CALIFORNIA: 




i 










3ERKELEY 


212 


7 


4 


145 


40S 


689 


DAVIS 


97 


4 


2 


165 


2f2 


588 


SAN DIEGO 


127 


4 


2 


190 


360 


709 


SUBTOTAL, CALIFORNIA 


159 


5 


3 


160 


355 • 


662 


ILLINOIS: 














URBANA-CHAMPA1GN 


190 




j 


122 


203 


355 


SUBTOTAL, ILLINOIS 


190 


5 


3 


'122 


• 203 


355 

J s J 


MICHIGAN: 














ANN ARBOR 


105 




c 


1 1 1 


did 


107 


MICHIGAN SlAlt 


73 


2 


1 


60 


102 


159 


SUBTOTAL, MICHauau 


116 


3 


1 


81 


161 


273 


NORTH CAROLINA: 














UNC-CHAPEL HILL 


\ L \! 


o 


/ 


182 


k J J 


5^1 


SUBTOTAL, N. CAttwi 


117 


6 


2 


182 


255 


531 


TEXAS: 














A AND M 


44 


i 


u 




U 


185 


UT - AUSJIN 


110 


3 




1 10 


172 


235 


SUBTOTAL, TEXAS 


82 


2 


1 


8$ 


133 


214 


VIRGINIA: 








i 






U OF VIRGINIA 


157 


5 




171 


280 


551 


VP I 


63 


2 




100 


123 


309 


SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA 


103 


3 


] 


130 


190 


412 


WISCONSIN" 














MADISON 


112 


j 




90 


181 


3.10 


SUBTOTAL , WISioiuiN 


112 


3 




90 


183 


330 


PEER TOTAL 


IO 


k 




114 


<f04 


37 3 


UNIVtiKSlfi wr iiAiwi rtiii,. 














COLLEGE i ARi, 


'U 


1 


1 


1 1 
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Computer Support j' 

The adequacy of computer support is becoming increasingly important in 
almost every discipline. Unfortunately, comparable data about levels of 
computer support are not generally available. 

Table 22 presents information on academic computing centers at several of 
the institutions designated as peers of the Universit/ of Maryland. Data were 
available only for- the University of California at Berkeley, t^e University of 
Illinois dt Urbana-Champaign, the University of Michigan, Michigan State 
University, the University of Texas at Austin, and Virginia Polytechnic. These 
data show that, in terms state Support per student for academic computing, 

Wlio&c r _ i k eA,,».uJj leoo I t.dll any the pcci i tial i tli t i Vot" whom data Were 

aval ihDtc! Alu^,i 4 & il.c p~.t L.oLl u»U...i.j ( Vri expended the tiiOst among these 

o^hoOlo i^uu per .luvkuU " IljLl ^ Mlohi^ai* StaU cApcndcd the IcaoL t$8u) as 

cuinparcj with expenditures of $6^ per' student at College Park .^z When the data 
related to disk space per student and terminals .per 1,000 students are examined, 
t?he University of Maryland at College Park is far behind any of its peers. 

Physical Facilities 

Another' ukajor Indi^alwi of ow^poi t lOr Insti LuLiOiial pro^i duicj is the 

j 

a j UMUQCy u r u.c physical rdcilnico There can be considerable variation in the 
,^,,1,^,,!, i Ul luwUUlco dep^i.Jii* to .i^wi. ihe j^cvTf'U activities and prOgrama 
L^lng v4 l4 J^i » ako., Uy LLC lnaLltuLl .11. Whiic Squdi c footage alone Joco not 

guarantee the ado M ua,, y ur ^uality of facilities, insufficient space can te a 
serious hindrance to an institution's performance of its functions in 
instruction, research, and pub 1 io" service. . ffe 



f)0 



TABLE 22 
ACADEMIC COMPUTING CENTERS 



COMPARATIVE DATA, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND PEERS 



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
BERKELEY 

UN lVhiKS IT 1 OK lLl.IiNuiS 
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN 



STATE SUPPORT 
PER STUDENT 



$ i m 



DISK SPACE 
PER STUDENT 
( in ^megabytes) 

.82 



terminIals 
per 1000 students 



b9 



1Y 1 



4> i 



MICHIGAN b.ivi iNlVEhblll 



UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS 
AUSTIN 



VPI 



.101 



$190 



.32 
.63 



^3 



80 



COLLEGt. PnRK 



i 1 



Source: Pr of I I on or" Academic Computing t Oregon State University, 1 9 B ^ 



ERIC 



5 j 



/ 



Table 23 displays information on the gross square feet * (GSF) in auxiliary 

and non-auxiliary facilities on- the cnnipnnon , nC ih, n t .i i» r „r M-n T lrm<1 nnd^ 

those designated peers for whom information was available, Auxiliary space is 
that used for Self-supporting programs and is largely composed of dormitories , 
dining halls, and student unions- Non-auxiliary space consists of the 

classrooms, research labs, offices, and other academiqfepace at an institution. 

\ ^ 
Table 25 also includes in forma tio&^on the number of non-auxiliary GSF per 

. s 

FTfcS. The* average number of non-auxiliary GSF per FTES for the peer 
institutions (279 05F/FTES ) exceeded the average at the University of Maryland 
[dUd. U3F/FTt,o, by almost 40 percent. College Park had less nonauxlliary apace 
pci oluJcnt L did any wl" tho peci UiaLJLutiuna for whom data were available. 



/ 

■; ■ i 




Table 23 



Campus Facilities - Gross Square Feet 
University of Maryland and Designated ' Peers 



Non-Auxiliary Auxiliary Total 
GSF GSF GSF 



Non-Aux. 

GSF/FTE& 



University of California 

Berkeley 8,080,000 „ N/A N/A 28 1 

Davis 5,436,827 2,222,573 7,W9,400 299 



University of Illinois 
Urbaria-Champaign 
Medical Center 
Chicago Circle 



y, 739,580 
3,686,711 
3,300,878 



j, 4^, 471 
443,831 
0 



1 3, 192,059 
4,130,542 
3,300,878 



290 
929 
194 



University of Michigan 

Ann Arbor 10,^97,834 



9,3i2,799 19,630,633 



315 



U. of North Carolina 
Chapel Hill 
North Carolina State 



3,816,889 
4,498,112 



1 ,757,700 
1 ,532,525 



5,574,589 
.6,030,637 



197 
257 



University of Texas 
A&M 

Austin 

University ot U'S^^^t 
Mad i son 
Mi lwaukee 



9,754,457 
10,707,593 



3,469,491 



1,082, 424 
"j,440,001 



3 , 4 5^ . ^44 
1 ,095,286 



10, 836,881 
12,947,594 



1^ ,26b , \t>4 
4,564,7/ 



303 
242 



31b 
188 



■o^, Deai 6il &i^i leer., tt4 , 0^0,200 -'20,794,554 * 279 



University of Maryland : / 

College Park 5,006,531 " 3,417,307 8/123,838 162 

Baltimore City 1,963,836 209,231 2,173,067 464 

Eastern Shore x 365,819 » 273,963 639,782 371 

Baltimore County 1,093,379 459,962 1,553,341 195 

Average, University of 

Mary land 202 



Soureo: Institutional Report a 
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of the resources necessary to support high quality programs is the Level of 



FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURE PATTERNS 
The mo3t important determinant of an institution's ability to provide. all 

l^ve 

financial support available to the institution. Financial comparisons between 
and among higher education institutions are not simple because of substantial 
differences in methods of budgeting and accounting used by institutions. In the 

case of public institutions, budgeting practices and policies reqypfred by the 

J 

state government v can further complicate comparisons. For example, fringe 

benefits are not always funded through the institutional budget, but sometimes 

handled through central nl.nte organizations. One Cannot be as confident of 
1 

estimates of fringe benefits- costs in these instances.^ Further, because of 
differences in fringe benefits programs 'offered by tlrtg institutions, even if the 
information is. accurate comparisons may not be/ completely valid. » 

The source of data used to compare expenditures and revenues was the HEGIS 
Financial Statistics- of Institutions of Higher Education for FY 1982. ' BeWuse 

of the complexity of financial comparisons, the staff invested considerably 

\ 

effort in attempting to understand reporting differences among peer institutions 
and between peers any the University of Maryland- Based on these discussions 
the Vs&HE staff has a high levfel of confidence in the validity of aggregate 
comparisons between the University of Maryland and its peers. Financial 
information for CEES, CES, and AES have been included in the University of 
Maryland , totals because these activities are reported as part of individual 
campuses at peer institutions. The University of Maryland estimated the State's 
fringe benefit expenditures ahd has included them in its HEQIS forms. With 
these adjustments, the SB HE staff is certain that University of Maryland 
expenditures and revenues are not understated oompared to peers. 



Revenues and Expenditures ■ 

Table 24 displays information on FY 1982 HEGIS- revenues for . the 
institutions that were included in this study, while Table 25 displays 
information on the FY 1982 HEGIS expenditures. Tables 24 and 25 are derived 
from columns A and B of the HEGIS finance? form. Wide ^ variations exist in the* 
total revenues and expenditures, and in the expenditures by program and revenues 
by source among institutions. These differences ^are attributable in part to 
differences in size among the .institutions,".- as well as differences in programs 
and levels of support from various sources. It should be noted the data from 
Texas are somewhat underestimated because only a small part of the fringe 
benefit expenditures are included. 

To enable comparisons to be made, the revenue and expenditure data were 
divided by total full-time equivalent' students (FTES) at each campus. FTES were 
calculated from HEGIS enrollment reports^tDy adding~ts^he headcount full-time 
enrollment to one-third of the headcount part-time ^enrollment for . each 
institution. Thl FTES for California may be slightly understated tfe^dkuse it 
cannot be determined whether all of the continuing education students analagous 
to those ajt University College have been- included in the HEGIS enrollment report 
but the expenditures for these students are included in the Financial Report; 
therefore expenditures per FTES for California may be somewhat overstated. Data 
on revenues per FTES are displayed in^Table 26 ana data on expenditures per FTES^ 
are displayed in fable 27. 

Among the designated peers, total revenues per s.tudent -varied from $£,881 
for Wisconsin institutions to $15,887 for California institutions and averaged 
$10,653. At the University of Maryland, revenues per FTES averages $8/416, The 
peer average exceeds the revenues per FTES at the University of Maryland by more 
than ?fy perc^n t - - 
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TUIIIOH IXD PEDERk STATE 
4 FEES * APmOPRliTIOU AMOWATIONJ 



tabu; n 

UHIVEBSIft Of' HAFfUW A® IIS OESIGWTEO PEERS 

ry »hi to wnenues n source: 

GWTJ WD C0NIIICI3 

FEDERAL 5Tm 
WHC5TKICTED REJTHCTtD HESTMCTED RBUICftD 



LOCAL PRIVATE 
WKESTRICTD RESTRICTED mCSTHICTED H3MCTED 



EHDMTS 



TOTIL 



11,112,12) 

19.920.5U 
7,111.100 
100.409.66^ 

29,4)2,291 
l,2i),Wi 

16,269,251 
I, OW ,092 
53.997.S7B 

117,717.771 
1.512,11) 

.I99,2fl4 ( 4j4 

?i,Q05,<4J 

37.121,571 

JO.S0l.0M 
21,170,^1 
901,1?? 
5?, 961,610 

29,759,72) 
20,401,427 
55.44), 150 

65.750,5:7 
Ol.W.ii] 



ltJ66,i?7 
2.411.667 

0 

■'■'1,779,719 
7,557,7 )1 

11,106,179 
1*601.049 



15.709.5J5 

■ 190,625 
1,906 

m 

50.000 
iio.il r 



iMiM'J 

ii.iJ&.Ji] 
?0,6ji,?9l 



?0,6]«,?5! 



10,320,182 

lO.jM.7fii 

i.rut 
0 



20O.10J.601 



102,116,018 

H, flJ,JJ6 
179,779,004 

176.6J2.J6J 
101,917,565 
57,i6l,fl2i 
19,4*5,190 
356,613,771 

Mr 

159,651,10? 

I, 9)2,685 
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W.I! 15. 129 
1 1,352,17 i ' 
1,156,(07 
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1), 600,123 


0 


260,090,211 


1 0 y 


12,100 


2,130 


512,992 


16,155,111 


Wi.fll2.2ll 


111 /*31 


Q ill 15i 
1, ft], 1(9 


1,777,951 


<2,161,077 


16,155,111 


' 9K)50,8i3 


0 


0 


991,707 


20,422,072 


1,712,278 


117,191,117 


ft 
u 


(1 

u 


11C TIC 

2)5, T]5 


7,190,2E!0 


171,629 


112.675,720 


t\ 

J 


u 


195,736 


2,1)7, 73? 


19,13)0 


57,016,866 


0 


0 


80,164 


472.204 


16,290 


2? ( 7!J7,566 


0 


0 


I.51I.W 


10,122,256 


2,281,0)5 


569.876,169 


III! 
Ill 


1 111 Itl 

1,107,556 


1,267,971 


11,112,526 


9.W.513 


4)4,091,229 


ft 

0 


0 


0 


311,325 


172,565 


12,650,719 


0 




0 


311,125 


0 


17,796,165 


0 


0 


0 


18,009,010 


1,660,120 


301.210.566 


lit 


1 nit den 

1,lBT|05fl 


1 Ifl" All 

1,207,971 


19,764,246 


11,192,215 


1^,944,631 


0 


0 ' 


921,851 


19,220,605 


3,7U>3 


21' i 1 5O7,007 


1,195 


210,521 


1,719,086 


8,614,105 


188,27? 


r.S,165,509 


U95 


210,521 


2,646,9)1 


27 t 8l4 ( 7i] 


1,202,115 


120,671,196 


tfo 


?0,2Cfl 


2,156,172 


15,156,156 


1,176,110 




0 


5,675 


1, 481, 160 


16,591,993 


27.6n.H9 


116,551,51) 


J.65I 


107,162 


117,62? 


1,510,016 


lfi?,45l 


llil.515.H2 


Jltnl 


1)1,615 


7,211.154 


J6, 500,650 


29,O0C,213 ( 


^ H]JM,15B 


22,511 


152 


9V>,6U 


H.107,591 


7,1??, j ft 


176,505,051 


0 


5,214,938 


1,2^,626 








22,511 


5,215,140 


?/,1,?4] 


21,145,155 


7,^,1)1 


.O'n 


0 


'11,019 


358, m 


23,150,912 


1,211,164 


1'J;,ltil,i!i7 


5,912 


19.059 


129,71) 


1.W.11J 


41^77 




5,912 


110,908 


109,150 


21,616,055 




4r.,fi':., , i | J 


68,053 > 


16,605,198 I 


22,242,749 } 


212,545,55) 1 


74 .0 1 . ? , aai 


0 i.-'W.^Jil 


21,795 


6,7)8 


925,979 


ofli 




i'R,. n, j,0^ 


0 


306,611 


1,379,911 


2,815,716 


)00,37l 




0 


0 


t?,D40 


112,115 


0 




0 


u 


2/u't 


Vi.610 


\?\ 




0 


0 


0 


10S ,016 


2 t lS0 


I. h 


0 


0 


! 0 




c 




0 


0 


0 


29,110 


3 




21,795 1 


) , 7,3?5 1 


2,370,176 I 


8,623,402 \ 


',050,101 


1 30f.T«.m 



v.ufet m.-it ^. !.:»*i-.tki 1 r i^Tir.Tii.s: f hi., hip U'juti.n. fi i^j 



ERIC 



2c 515 



■o oh (ami 57 



1 



iMsirruTioN 



, II. OF C, 



CUIFORNU: 

mam 

DAVIS - 
SAH DIEGO 

mw 

SUBTOTAL. 
ILLINOIS: 
URBAHA-CHAMPAICW 
HEOICAL CENTER 
CHICAGO CI FIE 
CENTRAL 

SUBTOTAL, U. OFI, 
MICHIGAN: 
ANfi Ai'BOR 
FLINT 

DEARBORN » 

HlCHUAU STATE 

SUBTOTAL, MICHIGAN 
NORTH CAROLINA; 

'JJi'WHAPtl lilLL 

«.C. STATE 

SUBTOTAL, N. CARD, 
TEXAS: 

A AND K 

UT- AUSTIN 

UT-HOUjTON 

SUBTOTAL, TEXAS 
VIRGINIA: 

HO, OF VIRGINIA 

VPI 

SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA 

IflSCONSlK: 

MILWAUKEE 

SUBTOTAL, WISCONSIN 
TOTAL, PEERS 

mum: 

CDLL-CE PARK 
BALTIMORE CITY 
EASTERN SHORE . 
BALTIKOPE COOKT 
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE 
CEES . 
CIS AND feS 
TOTAL,- MARYLAND 



TAHLt 25 

UNIVERSITY OF MWtYUNU AND ITS DE5ICKATJ.IJ m?$ 
TV m TOTAL rJd'iiliDlTORJS BY PROGRAM 

PUBLIC ACADEMIC 
INSTRUCTION RESEARCH SERVICE SUPPORT 



LIBRARY 



> '35,059,011 
101,501,519 

100,112,709 
60,179,701 
35,923,071 
1,728, lj) 

198,5*3,617 

5,103,7*2 

i33,io9,??o 
316,813,159 

120,101,371 
57,502,66} 
177,S5ii p 03li 

105,003,731 
119,3^7,031 
80,683,513 
305,034,311 

60,8116,169 
65,550,712 
126,397,611 

130,986,611 
W, 315, 252 
•180,331,893 



76, 7??, 639 
109,600,199 

3,692,958 
278,537,712 



,299,586 
1^26,929 
10,202,615 
1.773. W 
116,102,607 



99,871,171 
0 

0 

57,879,301 
157,753,175 



76,863,550 
15,91B,853 
172,012,091 

26 .795 ,5 18 
39,877,603 
68,673,121 

115,515,387 
7,117,797 
152,963,181 



,627,010,210 1,051,037,112 



76,950,597 
10,713,312 
3,037,329 
1^,933,999 
1,129, 103 
0 
C 

I 138,071,613 



15,371,891 
7,090,072 
2,335,191 
16,121,061 
11,221,511 



36,932,711 
18,701,511 
935 . 393 
2,162,007 
59,032,125 



0,171,737 
572,022 
572,022 
39,110,581 
18.156.3&5 



56,529,107 52,171,619 
50,631,685 30,105,500 
107,161,092 82,277,119 



50,698,111 
10,059,378 
712,627 
61,501,019 



33,963,160 
31 ( H5, 
25,319, 6'tli 
3,168,936 
91,197,205 

12,816,553 
18,866,203 
13,282,108 
2,151,633 
■■77,116,797 

36,301,172 
1,152,178 
1,815,221 
15,110,971 
51,712,818 

18,506,037 
12,211,808 
30,750,915 

5,958,566 
26,280,623 

7.751.M 
39,990,873 



1,360,132 20,976,899 

33,861,391 11,102,129 

38,221,526 35,379,018 

8,002,127 21,798,913 



STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL PLANT UNRESTRICTED RESTRICTED 
SERVICES SUPPORT OPERATES SCHOLARSHIPS SCHOLARSHIPS 



HANDAOT TOTAL 
TRANSFERS .EDUCATION AND G 



19,PH I'/; 
1^ , J 

U';'J,183 



33,691,962 



1,330,376 5,700,8(10 
9,332,503 27,199,753 

10,01 P „17I 359,917,339 111,357,616 



2,578,521 
1,532,627 
0 

18,796,616 

13,292,820 
661,611 
661.611 
6,12% 
20,718,019 

10,281,105 
5,003,066 
15,287,171 

5,958,566 
10" r 372. 515 
/1, 816, 167 
li,W,51B 

8,682,118 
6,570,122 
15,252,510 

12,289,311 
1,111,119 
16,100,760 



11,530,595 13,781 9,401,825 

26,113,191 0 1,210,350 

2,061,755 0 178,215 

2,309,003 0 1,667,110 

917,516 1,289,607 1,031,132 

5,111,639 i 0 0 

8,678,929 12,171,109 0 0 
I 89,755,363 I 13,777,19" I 16,819,262 I 10,617,070 



6,722,9M 
2,013,611 
133,568 
1,372,356 
11,564 



' 23,388,770 ) 26,817,261 


\ 31,035,209 \ 


9,366,1B0 


\ 11,105,311 I 


2,782 


» 377,572,327 


15,183,919 


15,283, 360 


22,285,128 


3,653,576 


5,831,117 


100,503 


279,530,171 


n tin t\ie 

9,029,975 • 


1 11,935,901 


18,919,611 


3,229,106 


7,170,850 


157,650 

0 


268,787,786 


858,387 


16,501,662 


1)2,021 


10,622 


11,109 


19 10? 617 

; | JVC |V 1 [ 


19,361,081 


75,571,181 


72,651,969 


16,259,781 


27,151,387 


KflZ3 


r M.201 


D,D()j,019 


9,556,012 


29,111,^36 


8,706,225 


5,195,817 


1,101,160 


329,820,299 


1,116,718 


6^352,392 


/ 18 170 219 


7 RQ 107 


517 111 


tin a to 


110 q6i 141 

i, 11V, JU 1 , Ml 


3,502,181 


$83,235 


11,622,061 


),539,920 


828,532 


22,795 
0 


86,812,511 


101,811 


20,699,569 


0 


0 


6,000 
6,817,698 


29,523,100 


11,381,059 


12,591,238 


63,033,719 


11,035,312 


1,167,882 


507,155,381 


20,272,312 


29,716,580 


17-101 ?11 


* 16 irr fin 




0 


tiiifl f,^ 


1,2)6,310 


2,377,326 


1,113,126 


328,752 


0 


12,163,186 


1,621,787 


2,080,160 


1,881,168 


193,129 


0 


223,031 


' 17,195,759 


9,515,778 


19,188,001 


25,116,511 


7,698,689 


11,521,171 


557,888 


318,897,959 


32,626,217 2 


E 53,362,070 


71 MB OS? 


in DDI boll 


t,0j7,5lt 


707 151 777 


3,598,129 


13,657,18) 


21,959,565 


1,899,578 


.6,810,703 


110,519 


295,701,109 


n Oil 0* 1 

2,876,87! 


10,153,523 


13,688,988 


997,501 


3,661,826 


16,91(1 


181,966,308 


6,175,000 


23,810,701 


JD , 0 H D 1 J J 


5 AQ7 nfl? 




Oi ,"0" 


1| i , t> f U , 4 1 ( 


6,131,553 


11,609,901 


v\ nio iiiR 


c, 10, IO 




1 (Mi n m 


lift n!i7 q c 1 
j ju , Uh / ,101 


11,101,835 


20,679,239 


50,996,615 


7,215,619 


7,739,611 


10,393,071. 


..111»0Q7. ( 2JB. 


1,127,835.. 


.. 12,626,612 


15,122,081 


52,718 


126,107 


0 


13^,152,170 


18,661,223 


71,915,765 


96,129,117 


10,073,162 


11,620,067 


11,127,089 


805,207,667 


6,250,891 


15,367,371 


!3,28l,213 


1,637,958 


8,133,625 


37,200 


159,987,702 


5,18B,552 


10,025,031 


13,156,515 


255,072 


5,209,711 


0 


187,906,719 


11,139,116 


25,392,105 


26,737,758 


1,893,030 


13,723,335 


37,200 


317,091,151 


5,627,919 


19,012,119 


17,167,315 


8,513,698 


' 8,975,272 


16,060,315 


111,727,736 


5,232,688 


6,371,171 


12,853,601 


1,132,193 


'2,032,179 


5,507,019 


97,223,119 


10,860,607 


25,383,290 


60,020,919 


9,975,891 


11,007,151 


21,575,361 


500,950,855 


110,810,663 


319,026,676 


029,770,117 


77,092,806 


111,081,762 


37,315,529 


1,199,203,715 


A 

10,083,186 


20,791,191 


27,151,51\ 


.5,611,812 


5,702,955 


0 


200,720i8l0 


2,361,572 


8,111,886 


15,26], 330 \ 


839,186 


, 169,172 


0 


98,153,299 


1,066,810 


t,539, 320 


1,096,159 J 


■331,776 


277,32? 


0 


10,691,718 


2,337,061 


1,500,630 




119,662 


871,080 


0 


29,029 ,2} : J 


1,106,251 


£50,8?6 


1,001,189 


201,919 


327,911 


0 


10,964,091 




/ 532,769 


0 


0 


0 


0 


5,671,109 




f 221»775 


0 


0 


0 


0 


21,377,713 


17,358,213 1 


( 37,095,100 


\ 19,697,778 \' 


7,107,605 


J 7,728,110 ) 


D 


) 37 1 ,7H ( ?8i 
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TABLE 26 

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND ITS DESIGNATED PEERS 
IY 1 ( J82 REVENUES PEfc PTES 
GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 

LOCAL 



/ 


TUITION FE 


IDERAL . 


STATE 


FEDERAL 


STATE 


INSTITUTION 

* 


AND FEES 1 


iPPROP 


APPROP 


UNREST 


RESTRICT UNRI 


iST 


RESTRICT 


CALIFORNIA ; 














316 


BERKELEY 


1,638 


17 


6,958 


161 


2,138 


11 


DAVIS / 


1,113 


133 


9,120 


311 


2,111 


29 


193 


SAN DIEGO 


1,681 


0 


8,611 


, 1,357 


8,127 


12 


132 


CENTRAL 


121 


61 


193 


1 


70 


0 


15 


SUBTOTAL, CALIFORNIA 


1,70] ■ 


129 


8,158 


608 


3,621 


19 


121 


ILLINOIS: 
















URBANA-CHAMPAIGN 


895 


129 


5,379 


185 


1,531 


22 


200 


■ MEDICAL CENTER 


1,828 


121 


26,112 


1,238 


3,35l 


6 


739 


CHICAGO CIRCLE 


95? 


0 


1 361 


150 


176 


6 


■ 28 


CENTRAL 


19 


0 


365 


L 
0 




u 


n 


SUBTOTAL, ILLINOIS 


1,003 


c 253 


b f t)Ol 


*110 


1,316,; f 


16 


. 19.1 


MICHIGAN: 
















ANN ARBOR 


3,602 


12 


1,891 


812 


2,501 


5 


10 


FLINT 


1,131 


1 


2,558 


0 


262 ■ 


0 


6 


DEARBORN 


1,556 


1 


2,113 


0 


180 


0 


1 


MICHIGAN STATE 


r, e** i 


• 1 * 


3,693 


1 


1,715 


0 


• ' 103 


SUBTOTAL, MICHIGAN 


2,526 


k 


1,053 


339 


1,896 

-.» 


2 


67 


NORTH CAROLINA: 
U.N.C.-CHAPEL HILL 


1,085 


0 


'. 7,078 


607 


2,532 


. 6 


138 


N.C. STATE 


932 


825 


6,371 


277 


823 


' 18 


110 


SUBTOTAL,' N. CAROLINA 


1,012 


392' 


■6,711 


150 ' 


1,721 


12 


139 


TEXAS: 








• 






25 


A AND M 




610 


6,281 


23 


535 


17 


i UT-AUSTIN 


486 


0 


1,033 


202 


1,255 


5 


81 


,J] UT-HOUSTON 


369 


0 


32,917 


1,397 


5,621 


13 


229 




U I L 


262 


5,818 


166 


1,096 


10 


65 


VIRGINIA: 






5,613 


163 








U. OF VIRGINIA 


i t\ (1 A 

1,888 


0 


1,981 


1 


6 

165 


VP I 


1,318 


185' 


1,753 


185 


873 


12 


SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA 


1,578 


279 


5,132 


301 


1,315 


7 


97 


WISCONSIN: 






i 




i 




23 


MADISON 


1 ,763 


117 


5,039 


711 


2,127 


0 


MILWAUKEE , 


1,235 


0 


3,226 


90 


330 . ' 


0 


1 

16 


SUBTOTAL, WISCONSIN 


1,601 


78 


,1,136 


505 


1,730 




TOTAL, PEERS 


1,180 


191 


5,762 


386 


1 ,828* ' 


9 


138 



PRIVATE ENDOH- 

RESTRICT HENTS TOTAL 



MARYLAND: 
COLLEGE PARK 
BALTIMORE CITY 
EASTERN SHORE 
BALTIMORE COUNTY 
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE 
CEES 

AES AND CES 
TOTAL, UNIV. OF MARYLAND 



2, 



,579 
,680 
,176 
,930 
,938 



,693 



29 3,162 

21 15.6U7" 

,233 5,610 

10 • 3,359 



122 
175 



79 
327 
,528 



213 
692 
151 
97 



269 



1,028 
5,202 
888 
35'2 
213 
22 



,236 



63 



29 
35 



105 
695 
115 
112 
1 
6 
3 

160 



110 



530 

719 



1 110 


106 


1,117 


0 0 


0 


9 


1 130 


All 


722 


0 0 


30 


621 


0 0 


59 


1,812 


0 0 


1 1 

12 


126 


0 0 


2 


9 


0 0 


28 


561 


0 16 
n n 


131) 


952 
100 


u u 

0 ' 0 


J 

0 


69 


0 0 


0 


"167 


0 19 


51 


631 


0 0 


IB 


993 


0 ■ • 12 


98 


192 


0 6 


72 


755 


0 1 


76 


176 


0 0 


101 


376 


1 167 


139 


1,862 


0 5 


92 , 


163 


1 0 


iJ 


C 

705 


0 215 


61 1 


172 


1 111 


1 


571 


0 1 


10 


\ 627 


0 2 


7 


,\ 68 


0 3 


9 


111 


0 12 


56 


'581 


1 0 


30 


151 


0 73 


326 


677 


0 0 


"63 


135 


0 0 


0 


63 


0 0 


0 


25 


0 0 


0 


8 


0 0 


■ 0 


1 


1 7 


52 


188 



0 


12,171 


0 


11,921 


0 


21,911 


275 


Ten 

150 


275 


,c HOT 


53 


9,619 


120 


35,998 


1 


5,119 


1 


123 


12 


10,585 


286 


.13,281 


55 


1,111 


0 


3,921 


•in 


7,868 


112'' 


9,735 


192 


12,679 


28 


10,020 


111 


11,117 


76 


9,063 


626 


7,168 


75 


12,790 


368 


9,016 


152 


11,200 


38 


8,638 


211 


9,728 


88 


10,80? 


2 


* !■!!! 



59 

183 i)10,653 



16 



23 t 8 



6,319 
26,396 
10,701 
5,160 
2,20? 
122 
192 
116 



0 
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61 



it i-i l< 1 1 mi hikes by mkwi m m 



ISjTlTUTON 


IHSTflULTtOIJ 


RESEARCH 


PUBLIC 
StHVICE 


ACADEMIC 
SUPPORT 


LIBRARY 


STUDENT 
SERVICES 


INSTITUTIONAL PHYSICAL 
SUPPORT PLANT 


CJLH'OH'IU: 




















h £. fi ft 


3,070 


534 


1,179 


619 


912 


93w 


1 nTfl 

1 , U 1 VI 


DAVI5 






393 


1,730 


■ set 


85! 


Oh- 


I ??7 
1 

I I J7 U 


5A!I CIECO 


6 . 5T7 




197 


2,139 


709 


012 


1,?60 


CEKTHJIL 


IS 


63 


279 


59 


13 


15 


23 1 


7 

1 


SUDTQTAL t CA^IFORNU 
ILLPS: , 


■M73 
i / 


L73i 
9 


701 


1,602 




D39' 


1,25t 


l|tJJ 


Ur BAN A- CHAKP A I 




2,11? 


1,12" 


1 301 


355 


lflll 


291 


(96 


r£;iCAL CMEf 


15 .239 


3,136 


Ut2 


1,751 

781 




V 357 


1,601 




cum "circle 4 


?,M] 


too 


55 


267 


\ 206 




660 


CEMAL 


32 


1) 


46 


46 


0 


? 




0 


SUUTJIAL, ILLINOIS 


3.688 




1,056 


Vfll 


M 


21! 


79' 


1,171 


MICHIGAN: 
















11'*; kliu 


£ 1fi£ 




250 


1,1)1 


*J07 


620 


Wi 


1 W 


FLJr.T 


1.614 


0 


193 


465 


213 


399 


761 




DEM 


1,974 


0 


126 




1U6 


357 




1,1 3 


HICHICAX STATE 


3,W 




1,016 


m 


159 




■ 4 7 (j 


O J J 


Sir&TOTAU . HICHICA9 
KOHTH CHRjLilj; 


4.01b 


2,000 


611) 


694 


263 




bh 




MC-CHAPEL KILL 




2,919 


3,W 


956 


531 


186 


, 10k 


Mill 

(fir 


N,C, STATE 




2,853 


1,720 


700 


266 


16U 


580 




SUBTOTAL , II, CAROLINA 


4,&?B 


2,307 


2,?32 


6)H 


415 


176 V 


6to 


967 ' 


TEXAS: 


















A a:;d h 


3,?56 


lM) 


1,572 


165 


155 


190 




911 


ui-aoi 




1,740 


229 


595 


235 


' 258 




1 155 


iihoict ■ 


31-031 


6,517 


304 


3,173 


756 


462 


*i If! 


6,191 
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Tuition and fee revenues varied from $369 per FTES at the University of 
Texas at Houston to $3,6Q2 per FTES at the University of Michigan at Ann Arbor. 
In Maryland, tuition and .fee revenues averaged $1,693 which exceed Hhe peer 
average of $1,480 by almost 15 percent. • Among the designated peers, state 
appropriations per FTES ranged from $4,053 for the Michigan institutions to 
$8,158 for the California institutions.' The State support for the University of 
Maryland averaged $4,528 in FY 1982. The average State support for the 
designated peers -was $5,762, 27 percent greater than the University of Maryland. 

Total expenditures per FTES at the University of Maryland were $8,219. 
When expenditures per FTES are examined by state for peers, total expenditures 
per FTES averaged $11,245, almost 37 percent greater than the University, and 
ranged from $9,119 for Wisconsin institutions to $16,582 for California 
institutions. 

Among expenditure categories, expenditures per FTES at the , peer 
institutions exceeded those at the University of Maryland with the exceptions of 
Student Services, Institutional Support and Physical PlanV Maintenance. The 
mean expenditure for Instruction among the peers was $4,067 per FTES. .Average 
expenditures per FTES for instruction at the University of Maryland* were $3,004, 
25 percent below the average of the peers. 

Expenditures for Research averaged $2,634 per student among the peers 
compared with $1,953 at the University of Maryland. Research expenditures per 
FTES at all the peers clustered around $2,000 with ttie exception of the 
University of California where expenditures exceeded $4,700 per FTES. The 
University of Maryland's expenditures for Public Service, $300 per FTES, v were 
far below peer expenditures of $850 per FTES. A 
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Tables 28 and 29 display data on the individual revenue sources as a 
percent ofo total revenues, and on expenditures by program area as a percent of 
total educational -and general expenditures. At the designated peers, tuition 
and fees, on the average, provided 13.9 percent of total revenues, and state 
appropriations provided an average share of 54.1 percent of total revenues. At 
the University of Maryland tuition and fees provided 20.1 percent of revenues 
and state appropriations accounted for *^3.8 percent of revenues. Differences 
among the colleges were significant. At the University of Texas at Houston, 
tuition and fee revenues provided 0.9 percent of total revenues while state 
appropriations provided 76.9 percent. At the University of 'Michigan at 
Dearborn, tuition and fees provide^ 39.7 percent of revenues, and state 

■v 

appropriations provided 53.9 percent. When expenditures by program area as a 
percent of total expenditures are examined, thjJ University of Maryland's 
expenditure pattern is similar to the peer average. The most significant 
difference occurs in the percent of total expenditures devoted to Public -Service 
activities, 3.65 percent at the University of Maryland compared with 7.56 
percent among the peer institutions. 

T uition and Fees 

Among the peer institutions studied in this report, different policies 
govern the amount of tuition and fees charged to students. • Table 30 displays 
the FY 1983 tuition and fees for the peer institutions for full-time 
undergraduates, graduates, medical, law, and'dental students. 

The institutions in the State of Texas have the lowest resident and non- 
resident tuition and fee charges among the peer institutions. , It 'is the policy 
in Texas higher education that tuition will be a low dollar amount per credit 
hour (currently set by the Legislature at $4.00) and that certain other charges 
may exist. Because graduate students generally enroll for fewer credit hours 
than do . undergraduate students, graduate charges are less than undergraduate 
charges. 
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GRANTS'' AND CONTRACTS 
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North Carolina does not differentiate between undergraduate and graduate 
^student nhar«C3. Thus, graduate and undergraduate charter, are the same, and are 
the second lowest among the peer institutions. The University of California has 
adopted the policy of "no tuition" to resident, .-students. As a result, all of 
the charges in- the University of California system are called "fees," and may 
not be used in lieu of tuition. This policy aerv^s to make the in-state charges 
tr»r- ^.olra.jl^ujl .vImwI.-i .,1 medl. li^, l^w, mU ■k-nt 1 stry F a imrf'/it'i t.u 
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The University of Michigan and Michigan State Un i vera . fy hive had the 

policy of differentiating charges by level of enrollment fur several years. 

/ 

Lower division students pay less than upper division students who, .in turn, pay 



less than graduate students. Non-resident undergraduate and g 



raduate tuition 



charges are at least twice the resident charges. Because. the State of Michigan 

/ 

has been in a period of fiscal crises, tuition charges' at the University of 
Mluhlgc^ cind Michigan 5tate UulveraUy have d Vixmn I lo.i 1 1 y increased in recent 
yea i o pfuvKIc SUM lolcnl icvr.imca £ r I he luat 1 LuUohis ^ upeiaU. 

^ ijoOUljJll UiJfcAcrj Lull lw.1 U. I lie vw^t InntrucLloii, >/h6re t ho ^ o o I ol 

, l ; , 1 ^ j r 1 1 I t c U > II.*- J 1 ■ I .wdLj • > I 1 i I I I i» ; I 1 Ul i p 1 «iCJ p 1 \s l J i iJ o ! ic\ A o ^ 

^ <n v OJ cl , i cc yv<*i ^ i i w.j iv«d h t./(. J in ,1 clerni 1 1 1 1 ng uuoL . 

K«aiJ...i U...JC. .,i n.lUtiL*. s t. . . d • . 1 1 s |(f y petoeut v. I i he undergraduate cost of 

instruction and rinn-r- rr.-ni, undergraduate;.! pay 100 percent of cost. Resident 

V i 

graduate students pay 20 percent, of the, graduate cost of instruction while non- 

r«.-U.1*Mit. ^r^.luMh: atu.lcnls pay f0 percent •., 1 the- r , radwafte Cnr,t. 

In,- :>i5llh |„ui t..iUtdl.Mir.l lull l ' • 1 1 *"»a I pulley hu the-- pvihii.. I wui ycrti 
1( ... M t \ r y 1 J h .j.j I i^j iti.il llic: >H,il^ ..uppv.iL |U h'iWiiiL Lhc. 



ii, i « r. i ,') pe» i t . i... 



,^10,.!], „ M ,...jU... II... . Ml f1 -« ■! » ' ft* «>d»4rtt.n . o.j<. i. I 

tuition a l'-'- .-fiMrp,^ i i. at ..or" more t.i.an Uiu.v- of pee. i nS t i tu 1 1 oiki in North 
Carolina and Texas and ..bout, the same as those in California. At, the graduate 
level, institutions in T llinni:; t Michigan, and Wisconsin have higher charges 
than dona the I In I verr i t.y of Maryland. 



Guidelines 

The two previous sections outlined the financial resources currently 
< 

available to the University of Maryland and its peers. The funding T^/e^ that 
exist are the product of/a wi\le range of budget processes % used by the various 
states, and to a significant extent the historic funding levels 1 o.f each of the 
institutions. It is clear" from the data that the University of Maryland is less 
well* funded than peer Institutions. An important*' issue that this study 
dtLcOiptcJ dJJi cj3 lo whether the existing budget guidelines used In Maryland 

wwv* 1 U f ,i .^vlJc ade^.»a t u level w t t \ ndHc 1 a 1 ovjupoi t 1 t . f u 1 1 y f uude J 

i i , v » ow ■ i ^ i a I 1 ' ' ^ l-*Uge ts I I.e Mai y lulld Otata b w ai J i . . U 

im;dH .» n ^ a ..I s.I " rt ul J^l ii>Gj n v o aiualc tl.e ^Cl'atljij. UviU^Wto ol 

Ma, y l a „J ]...,[ ll^L , i.o C i.i^hei oJucatK,.. i he guidelines t'OCUa oil rwiluo| 1 v i t y 

by estimating the nuau.cr of" students to be served and the nature of the services 
to be provided. The guide lines focus on total expenditures and enable 
comparisons to be made among similar programs at different institutions. 

The^gujid^ 1 \ nes are a set of mathematical formulas that provide a method of 

o M **itably il UiLilDul hirt [urub to 1 nS t 1 t u t 1 on3 in an equal manner fur 1 yj er forming 
oynij/aiflbU tajik:) 1 he 1 Je* 1 Iiuj wcic del lved tw I tipreactlt U)^ aVci d^c level of 

^ ( , rI „HL,i .5 1.. (> . ,.^f ciui f ul' al 1 h..^ UuiUl^ uf « ftl Veil oUc, Uic ftuldcHnca 

wot r. >Jc v 1 r ..J i i I. h .-> 1 ^, L/uiidou ^H, ' ^ xrt ^ rti'Ca^ lit U. uylal id 1 i » j t 1 t u t i 0F1S 

I 

I nst i »m tlon , Ll..,uy A dm i n i . :j i. rn t i on, Student Service:), Physical I'lant Operation 
and Ma i nlonanrr , and Puhlir Safety. Kurlfl I n/ r ( levels for other programs are 
rval.uat.rM] Independently. 

\'\>r the pur pones of t.hla study, an effort wan made t.o calculate guideline 
amwuM.o i.r t.he e.unpuae.a t.hat. nr<* .U'.'i 1 f.in t..-«i peers .if t.pe Unlvornlty of Maryland: 
t.he University of California - Berkeley f t.he lln i vr.a 1 t.y of Illinois at. Urhnria- 
Champalr.n, t he Hn 1 vera i t.y o f Mlehl^sri - Ann Arlmr, and t he University of Texan 
,,t Ana tin. Ilw d a I a to run t he .".Mill*; r, aide line a were provided to the at. a ff (Vn 
•T.hr'lr y|:iit.o t<» th.v'ic earnpuaea. Oahi T.o make ;iu<-h romps r 1 Sons for t.he other 



' * ' Table 31 displays information on the percentage distribution of credit 
hours by level of instruction for each of the campuses. Among the campuses, 
variations in'' the distribution of credit houri exist. The University of 
Michigan at Ann Arbor had the highest percentage of graduate and graduate 
research credit hours, 32.6 percent, while the University of Maryland at College 
Park had the lowest percentage of graduate and gradate research credit hours, 

r % 

'{ . / percent f 

bdacJ U^wfi Lt»c^ Lc^t Qvalid'bic lul^l uialluri, the 5bMb otaff uo'luuldted 

A „UlcHuc ainouiilu l^Uc yc. v;uU ilica i-lic ftui Jcl hies. I'hcl u arc jlgniricdnt 

,J1U icj . i . t ^.1 i, i l I . I i > 1 i w .laU f/l 1 JcJ I. j u v^iicly 

l.i.UvlJitulj ui.J Jat j „ il^wl .j fwi j » LlicJT than ocilv>Ul ^U..^ Mui y iuiiJ 

6ul j Li incis ( |,Ci A ,[u[ c Uic [■ca..ltl.. t . < odkuia! 1 oilS k for peer' 1 nS 1 1 LutK/ui should 

he viewed ^a- r-uugli estimates and used only as an indicator ot relative standing. 

For purposes of comparing calculated guideline amounts, the total estimates 
generated were divided by full-time equivalent students. Full-time equivalent 
students were -calculated by taking the sum of the total undergraduate credit 
j ,n billed by thiity, the tuUi 6 i«duate credit hours divided hy twenty* Tour, 
ulJ the ut^i giaduaU icoccli Ji credit h^urs divided hy sixteen, Kor the 

Ulll t^i, w f i^ilonila a l Uci-Kfclc^ LI,o guideline dfflwUlit pci WS calculated 

.» t $0 );U , <w» tho U..lv.,i jlty ,,i at Ui i fiun Oh-mj>d i ftii , tho guideline 

dm ,i»t * »&3 waD 4.b,^bU, lu. ti,c UmWo. sity uf Michigan at <v.,n A, Dor, the 

amount was $7 ,0u\, pe. PTES, and for' trie University of Texas at Austin the amount 
was '$'»,7 r )0. The ealoulated guideline amount per I'TKo for the University of 
Maryland at College Park was $'1,000, which is significantly lean Uufti the 
guideline cost at any of the peer institutions. 

The d i f forenoon in ealeulntod guideline estimates are attributable to a 
number of factors, but primarily to dlfTnrenees in enrollment patterns hy level 
and t.ypo of program, and d i f I'eretUM'.'i In the total sl/.r of facMlltios at the 
oampus. For example, an institution with a hlghrr 1 eve 1 of enrollment, at the 
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Berkeley 

i/UW Co _> L 

Med i uiu L. . i 
Medium rilqi. tu^> 
Hlqh l u_L 

l\,Lal 
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Div i_, i 
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u \ ► ■ t ■ i 

u v : . • i . ■ 
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5 . il 
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ui Ldjid . . id., pa 1 _j 1 1 
Lo w Cost 
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Austin 

I.tjW ? . _* , 
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Table b 



bulxjKT ■;i;iui;i J ini: 



INSTRUCTION GUIDELINE: 



A. Adjusted cobt - ;'lyj, /4i t- 37'i, ^: il:,c 
dollars) + mainx (l'Jd2 credit t,o lU ^) 

doll 



•t i l 5 '■ J ami « J 



u.; ..1 o ; 



Medium hi^ 

Aii lw.uti.i j . . 



JU 11. 



4> 



4 J. ID 

'jh i d y b 



iJlvl:;,, 



1J0 . 4 b 
1 



>l*iu il 
1 HU ' j / j 
24 0 . \JU 
3 (J 1 . 



> 1 (,U 

^ 4 u ■ > u 
4ul . 



_w 1 V 'j / 



- 1 ■ - i - * 1 ' 1 ■ v ^* i . x .k i i L., i . .. , , v 1 :o m * £ b i> v i 9So ' 
r ^ ll Uy i-'-Hiuu J » ot ut ,<wi'i.iq f: I b. /i..u n^car'c-h doijjars*- v* 

w[u:I r: x - ("vMd.u- o, 1 M-j tnd I l >HJ ijincl (Ni.l .aL credit ii^iirp +T<^ 
of l l Jou l'JMJ . Jltl .l.,at.i- r<:dit ho.Li.) + 'b . (civtiiaqc^off 19U0 arid "1^2 

vjr^duaL lu^uatcii LfcdiL I„uji:>] . ' 



:>/\l'i :T\ 1 ii; I oh I., i nks . 

Cost - ',«»>b, 0(V> » $2. Ob KTKb » ::»().. 'H 1 

ArJMTNU.TFJATI^N i iU I PK I d NK ; - *" 

Cost =-■ $1 73,007 f :;i.;:o (average >»i b.)HU .in 
(number ni non-»ju i dp 1 l iuu. proqr aim; ) 



f ',>7.4 , t^bO • (urban fyicfccyrt** 



:'.Tiif>jaJT :.KUV I ('[■:; , i ;u [ pll i nk : 

f 'osl • O.H'J, 1 'Jb i :;, ;>;:') (numl 
1 mho and 1 on;' i*ti::;) . 
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(but.' non-.uixi 1 i,uy i,. i ;n i tu.-l x 
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graduate and graduate research level will generate not only more /dollars for 
Instruction but will also generate a greater library support requirement. An 
institution with a high volume of research funding will also generate a higher 

lev^i of library support. 

In the area of physical facilities, the greater number of GSF that exist in 
nor. auxiliary facilities, the more dollars generated for Physical Plant 
Maintenance anJ Operation anJ Public oal'ety programs. This is without regard to 
any analyse of Lu« requirements. The support reflects all the nor. - aux 1 1 ia ry 
I^.lllloo U.at tfXl.,1. ..ol >,ul, Uw^o la^llltloo .o^u^ieJ to Support the cun ail 
Jol t ,i ]„i,iUutl^»al ^.ogrjAio a. .J opo. atloi.e. 

U.c (julJdlli.e o.tltoU per flCS at UMOf J - u.. '-"t tt.a l.iat 1 I .. I l 

... ..latad because. UMCP hoS f.om j,OuU,oUu t,, b.uOO.OOO fewer uSf of non- 
auxiliary space than any of the other institutions, despite the fact that its 
headcount enrollment exceeds all but Texas-Austin. In addition, because UMCP 
has the lowest proportion of Its students enrolled at the graduate and graduate 
research levels, fewer dollars are generated for Instruction and Libraries. 

Ihlo analysis persuaded the 5t>HE stafl that the existing budget guidelines 
_ sufficiently Ilexlble Co ro^unnend tho relatively high levels of support 

.<.., ..od by a ma J . , .oooa lvo.olty. — , . the pi ogl alua and f °" lllU - ) a ' <= il1 

>,la.;o uow..v . U.e guldol.».co J- u.l ..ovlio funds to dllow an Institution to 

lnitlalo new prog, ama or to reconfigure Its existing programs to generate th.se 
higher levels of support. Of equal or greatersignificance, the guidelines are 
not fully funded in Maryland, compounding the problem of attaining adequate 
support . 
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CONC LUSION 

/ 

This report was written to provide information on a wide variety of areas 
for which comparison among institutions/systems can be made. It is clear that 
the University of Maryanu. receives lesa in otdte support, per KTKo and Hi Total 

CMippwi L F ci Fltd than any oX the ptci jyoLclUo. U alSw lei clOai' that 111 

I .. u II I ... ♦ i * I I'.. 1 . . - . » »».•• . »-... i , * . .VI I 1.. 

, tll , i. . ... I .... .... U .... lo. n i ^.1.. .U 

.lUideut at, J .«w J Krai «1 jti- I-- 'I- ./..lv^.oll. -X tlaiyianJ. 

ihc k o« . Dy ,umd i^clvr .»vyz c » .u.Jii.es Iw. i c -cai .i, than U.e University. 
However-, Uic University of Mdi-yianJ c:omp^* cs favoi'dbly with Its peers in terms 
of the quci illy f>l Its graduate programs. 

ll.lci pap,.i oi.wuid be useo cwi n Im.: I x, J Micx i k X roin Wht.'-N U,c U r 1 1 V e rS i ty * 3 
^J.i 1., I,.-.. »w n A 1 >l r" 1 ' 11 " »*i 1 1 v . . ^ 1 I 1 > .-■ iri the Co.ntiy can be 



APPENDIX A 

PEERS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND'S DESIGNATED P EEKS 
Among the institutions that were designated as peer's of the University of 
Maryland, several have identified a set of institutions as their "p o ers." That 
is, Other institutions employ, the peer concept Ln discussions, presentations, 
Jcf eliaea , etc . , of LiiJ^cLi -iiiJ faculty salaries. 

labl^ llolo lUe oetS of pcci' llbt ll.il I yj wliloh t(ic JwIIo^cj and 

,4^1 vol al licj llilo I >*a y .,^im,ai c I i.emSc 1 v cs A 1 I tivM«gtl vai luUuii caI jIo amoii^ 

I I,c 1 1 o^^o II.. I ^. -. v. Iiwo, i, jo ^ i o I li,.; i i 1 lul l.,hj jcvc;dl uui vci Ilea 

u^>, .. J. I ! .^Li J i 1 1 , i Uiv. 1 t -j t" i 0 ^...j. 1 ^ l IJ,.moi jlly ..1 111 l.l^uli 

U.c '.Min/w ~> 1 I „■ -I 1 1 1 1 ..v. 1 . ... 1 M,_ ■ * . i , j H y -1 u i ^k.wi.o 1 u ai c IjjLU L j all 

The Ui.iv.-i 1 L y >I California \x < lllz,ca Uic peer uorioept to Jus I. lly t dCuHy 

salary increases. The eight institutions listed for the Berkeley campus include 
those uni versi t 1 ca with which the University of Da 1 i forn ia-Berkel ey competes for 
faculty members. 

1 1 j ^ pooi 1 1 1 S v i i . i i f . . i i ., l ■ . i i . u u , , i . . » . > i {, y o L 1 i 1 1 iiw 1 o wli d e V (« 1 v>p eS 
( ,1 at I v- f Uic 11,1 ,,v 1 j Uou f-V 1 [ H 1 ^ho i tvJi.oa t 1 wii u.j 1 lift a uoitlp 1ca ( 

.;l 1 I . .1 ... I. . i I * . . I 1 I I , - . . . L « | J I 1 L l.o > ■ . I 1 1 v. >il| 1 ulOlt kd 

I , , I , . , . i i ii.. i 14 ill! l lii i 1 ll, 1 . . > I 1 • j 1. o U,,lv<;i jU ^ 

,.,f 111 . iii/l. j i. .iily ,.,ll .ll/i. 1 t .1 1 .-i .j I ,« » y I !„. i L .till i I J i Lfie U 1 1 1 v ei o 1 ly 

of Ma;yLani ,.i c 1 it;;.',.. Park as on., oi its oompa. i son L nst. L tut. Lo.iO. Data from 
the fMjiripdi'L;'..,!! I nr. t i l.u f 1 nr arv u.-wd hv t h«' lllumis Hoard in faculty salary and 
cu:iL >;Ompar L:ji.»iia * 

I'tir Unlvi .ill , ..i [.,.■ » 1 1 1 I, .i.i ,i.n i I ti. i ln.it ltullwi, ,,oiieept to 

. .<7wif>i » i <-■ I iiu. 1 1 1 if^ < > f M.. U , . i v * ■ r s i t. y i * i W 1 < »i i.i 1 i , >v .i i on w i t. h f u nd 1 1 1//, . > i < i //.roup of 
i i.i t. 1 wtici I [>*:*- r lnnLlt.m I oris. I tin t. 1 Ui t. 1 • »r 1. 1 wc-r<- - • <inij>. i r r -d both on ih<: l-,'Kil:i of 
P.UlipU.'i by .M[n[m.'i ( ana a L So mi the ha:il;i nf I he .-system .IS .l whoh:. However, the 
ilr f 1 n 1 T. i on of " fi.m< 11 1 \f T , " w«^. I Unite] t< . 1 , , ; i I i u < ■ I I « » r i« i t funding only; other aspects 
of the un i vor-n l t.y biUlffet. , i n> ■ 1 u- 1 1 ry, physleal f.n-llltw-s, tv.;i<- (1 rcf l( and public 
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jr.itive 



/e Institutions Used By The University Of Maryland's Peers 



ImIvli slty ut Illinois 



Austin 



\) Dui Kcl 

U, 1 M 



U, W ■ Mddlbun 



u. w. 



Milwaukee 



. ut Alabama- 
b 1 nn 1 iHjham 



;; uf uneiiiiutii 



: in k i i, » i 

liiiv. of Michigan 
Hkiiiijun statu 

' Hi V . U 1 Ml M I U 1 ; j v > t a 



* 1 1 J i d ! . . <•) 



Univ. of Michigan 

flichujan State 
Univ. of Minnebutci 



U nl U l.jLwliua 
U'uu .Lite 



Iowj 



Univ. of Michigan 
Michigan State 
Univ. of Mmnr 



-1,1 ( Iitul L. 



I J ut tlwU-'jloll 

IJ, [if UllLuU 



U.,of Mviss-Boston 



U. uf Miiiiituiri 
lUNV • rity 



jf 

uf Wis*. 



, J. IK 



U j! Wl>c. -Madison 



w.iynt' Si ,it 1 
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. AIM'KNDIX _B 

. UNIVERSITY OK CM , I bj 0 IUJ L A_ , 

Included in this ^tudy ;ir» ) thro** eai;ipus<a: of the University, of California- 

Berkeley, Davis, and i.»an I'M^o. The University of Ca I i fornix- has a* central 

administrative unit wh'»r..< ryi-'n'Mtur m ar" reported vo Luntar i ly "* on a separate 

HEGIS finance form.. .'.i.af-" nf t( 1( . N-j^i'iiiil Center for Education .Statistics 

allocate rcvenuec. and exprr^l * t. r- v r>r t.lv centra.! administrative unit to each of 

the University of 1 i. fnr*n ia iwaeTun.^ campuses. To allocate expenditures NCES 

^ *>* * ' , \ 

used «the number of*- s! udent:*- ^nr- > ! led . 'i'lw l Ju i ve rs i t.y of California believes 

this La a reasonable, all o«vit i.>n method. ! f HEiiLS "finance data for the 

University of Cal 'i l m <uar! a ar- :i rf^oiv" i frui.i a source other than^NCES, the 

allocation er>nfril ad:*i i :» i's t.ra t : v • r> ■ *nd i tures l.n the campuses will not have 

been made. 

Arnon^ th" as : v» -r ;i t.v •>!" Ca 1 i forn ?a arnpus 
' in a mirin»:r tin* ;/■'!•■■ 1 i V • ■ : . -"ii /a 1 '''' 1 



■Un 



i vers i^v 



enro i iment 



s, some flat a items were reported 
:rir nthcr campuses. At the 

: a. ' 'X p.-ti i-;:'. reported on Part 
: ; " a :\ ■'■.». • However , the 
f a i 1 enro ilment 
•r at »»d. Th is 



a • - ; i • : a . : 



to: 



at i v Li. 



the Berkeley Lawrence Hall were reported * in the University pf, California - 
Berkeley report. State funds for the Hail of Science also were included. The 
Scripps Institute was included in the San Diego campus expenditure and revenue 
data. 

On the Survey of Faculty Salaries, Fringe Benefits and Tenure, the 
University of California campuses report no faculty holding .the rank of 
"instructor' 1 ' but do report . facul ty holding the rank of "lecturer." UC staff 
pointed out that these ranks are equivalent in the University of California 
system. - ^ 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

The University of Illinois has included three campuses/ Urbana-Champaign, 
Chicago Circle, and Medical Center, and a central administrative office in its 
HEGIS universe. Beginning in FY 1983, the two campuses in Chicago, the Medical 
Center and Chicago ^Circle, will be combined into one campus called the 
University of Illinois at !, hieago. The combination of the two campuses into o^e 
wi-th'a name very simila: to tl current "Chicago Circle" will not effect the FY 
1983 survey forms, bin, become a problem in future years in longitudinal 

studies. 

Allocation of the costs of Central Administration of the University of 
Illinois has been made to the campuses by NCES based on campus enrollment. 
Unlik'e the University of California, the University/ of Illinois staff stated 
that* this allocation, was incorrect because the actual costs' were not related to 
'the- number -of students. The, Med ica 1 . Center had coats of - administration that 
wpre not related tn the number of students, but rather to the number hf patients 
and the number of grants^ The University of fllinois included -all of the costs 
of administrative computirfe and btis i n'ess . and finance- in Central /Vdmin i stration 
expenses. Thus, the Institutional Support expenditures reported for p;ioh of the 
three eampuaps w^r*? understated compared to other university ,oampu^e^ in other 
states. 
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The ^University of ill inr.j.?, 



Chiervro ('n • 1 • reportod the costs of 



intercollegiate athletics or) hiri"' n, irr. b, / t : u 1 .-n I. :^rvioes., and the related 



revenues on Line 15, Part 'A, The F- 
activities. However , -the ; Jrba>i: 
expenditures and revenue:* w-'r"^ not 
University^ofyi L 1. irv- ; s A' h - A/ 
th.e intercol 1 op LaV a 11 
reveViues have ever b^e:. r 1 ! 
scholarship e::pe;r: i vir v " 
salary supn ' -■•rn^rto ' v ' ■ 
Univcrsi ty of 1 i 1 \iff>i ' 

Because f 
oampjus Ln I i 1 
Cooperative 
Extension >T.r 
reports . 

^ij^r^:ty :■ 

The 

Dearbo v rh. : :: 
unit , wh : •* 

t h r -'i ■ ; 



Ji.— i' h-.id no intercollegiate' athletic 

.'.harnpa i.;Mi o amour; T i ntercol leg late athletic 

i 

i :n-ujd'-'d m the HL-:0I8 survey at all. The 
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S^nce "internal documents /have been kept < on ■ the basis of the total 

University of Michigan, since 19§0 the University .has reported to NCES revenues 

and expenditures ( that represent the same percentages of total expenditures and 

revenues for each campus that existed in 1§80. 'Although the total do\lar amount 

for the University is _ correct, reported allocations to eath .campus may not 

accurately reflect actual revenues and expenditures. 

$le University of Michigan campus at Ann Arbor includes a medical school,. 

All of the costs of the med*ical school were included in reports, including -fcke 



costs of medical ^residents. However, no salaries -delated to patient care were 
included among the expenditures. 

Ihe University of Michigan has a foundation that serves a!s the fundraising 
arm of the University. Named professorships, chairs, and other grant funds that 
were received bv the Foundation were not reported >on the HE^JS survey-. 

NORTH CAROLINA " ■ 
f * / 

The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and North Carolina State N 
University are the only two campuses in North Carolina that are included in this 
study. t Expenditures and revenues at yhe University of North Carolina a.t Chapel 
Hill included co^s and funds attributable to regional health education centers 
that are located around the state. However, "central administrative costs^of the 
University of North Carolina *£ere not allocated to the campuses, nor "reported ,on 
any HEGI3, survey. » 

Chapel Hill included in the HEGIS reports its toedical school and hospital 



while North ro 1 ina ta te is the; land-grant institution in North Carolina and 
^included the ^nst.s- of Agricultural Extension nnd the Cooperative Extension 
.^ervi^°. Pxtpn^ion enro 1 1 rnent- q were in^lud^d in the campus reports- 



TEXAS - 

' Included in this^tud'y were two campuses of the 'University of . Texas, , Austin 

and Houston, and Texas A and M. The University' of TexaS at Houston includes a 

h^lth science center and hospital, while' the -A and M campus/ as the land grant 

campus, includes the Agriculture Experiment Station, the Cooperative ^tension 
N X, ' ' - ' < 

Service, Engineering Extension and .Experiment' Station, aqd the Transportation 

% 

Institute* Revenues and expenditures for these subunits were reported as a part ; 
of the HEGIS universe. 'System administration costs are not included Tor either 
the University of Texas or Texas A agd M- . 4 . 

Several years ago the State of Texas began to pay the 'employees' 
contribution to FiCA; these amounts were not reported in salary data, nor were 

supplements to salaries ^for chairs or other add on grants reported on ,the 

• 4 • % 

faculty salary form. -Consequently,, at the full professor level, average faculty 

salaries were understated 'by $1,000, on the average at the University of Texas' 

at' Austin. Fringe benefit are ropjrt-d nnLy for those benefits for which 

direct appropriations are a part nf the institutions budget. -Amounts reported. 

are a small part of the total costs;** r^t L r^ment costs are rttit iricludedf An the 

HEGIS finance form. 4 ■ . • , . 

"Faculty salary data ar« based on budgeted, not " ac tua 1 expend i ture levels. 

Consequently, the number of faculty is -y/eres t imated because all budgeted 

positions are assumed t ^ fi.l; -■»■:!- A i ns t : bu 1 Ions have separately budgeted 

Security programs. Kxp^nl - tur^s f^r thi.-: pr^-y^am k ire reported on I > i ne _ 8 , ^iP,ar,t- 

r. of t.h.p ; : f'^r.. 
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VIRGINIA > 

The .University of Virginia* at Charlottesville and ,V irginia Polytechnic 
Institute and StSte /University were the two Virginia institutions included in 
this study. '- The University of Virginia does include a medical school; VPI is 



the land-grant -institution in Virginia and included a School of Veternary 
Medicine, Cooperative Extension, and a satellite teaching center in its reports. 
,The University of Virginia also , included the revenues arid- expenditures related 
-to continuing ed.upatix)n in its HEGIS finance survey. 



WISCONSIN 




*i'wo caflPFsgs of the University of Wisconsin system, Madison and Milwaukee, 

were include i\n* this study. Central administrative costs were not allocated to 

the campuses, • and were not repor^d on»any HEGIS finance form. The University- 

of Wisconsin at Madison includes a medical school and reports revenues and 

expenditures of .th£ 'hospital on the HEGIS finance form. Appropriations' of\ state 

funds to the hospital are included on Line 3, Part A of the form. The 

d • . * 

University of Wisconsin is the land grant institution in Wisconsin, and includes 

» v . 

e^n^nditures for the Cooperative Extension Sej^ice *Ln its reports. 
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